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Abstract 
This project focuses on translation from spoken language into subtitles and in particular, how humour 
is translated. For this purpose, we chose to look at how ‘Family Guy’ has been subtitled on both DR 
and Netflix. Our main data is our transcription of these subtitles; our target-texts, as well as the spoken 
language in the series; our source-text.  
In order to analyse our transcriptions we have used the humour theories of superiority, incongruity 
and psychic release, as well as the translation theories and strategies of Anne Schjoldager and Henrik 
Gottlieb. Through our work with these theories and strategies, we have chosen to use a taxonomy 
created by Schjoldager, and a typology of humour, which we have created based on our observations 
of humour found in the first 10 minutes of season 9, episode 14 of Family Guy. This typology was 
used as a tool in order for us to structure the analysis. All of these theories, strategies, and tools were 
used as the basis for our discussion in order to reach our conclusion. It is not possible to conclude 
which of the two versions of subtitles are best. They both succeed in a way, as they have different 
audiences with different expectations to the subtitles. The critique of Netflix has been done mainly 
by academics who might expect a higher standard of translation than the average Netflix viewer.  
Danish summary  
Dette projekt omhandler oversættelsen af det visuelle samt verbale aspekt i Family Guy til 
undertekster hos henholdsvis DR og Netflix med udgangspunkt i humor. Vores indsamlede data 
udgør transskriptioner af disse undertekster samt den originale tekst.  
For at kunne analysere vores transskriptioner har vi benyttet os af Alison Ross’ udlægning af 
humorteorierne superiority, incongruity og psychic release. For at kunne analysere humoren I 
underteksterne har vi hovedsageligt benyttet os af Schjoldager og Gottliebs “translation theory”. Ud 
over disse teorier har vi valgt at benytte os af Schjoldagers taksonomi af ”microstrategies” for at 
skabe et overblik over oversættelsesprocessen. På baggrund af disse teorier samt egne observationer 
har vi udarbejdet en typologi med forskellige typer humor. Disse typer er blevet udvalgt ud fra de 
første 10 minutter af sæson 9, episode 14 af Family Guy. Det er ikke muligt at konkludere, hvilken 
version af de to undertekster, der har vist sig at være bedst. Dog kunne vi konkludere, at begge 
undertekster var vellykket, i og med at publikum har forskellige forventninger disse. Kritikken af 
Netflix, er hovedsagligt baseret på, hvilke holdninger akademikere har til oversættelsen af 
undertekster. Det har vist sig, at disse akademikere, forventer en højere standard af oversættelsen, 
end den vante Netflix seer. 
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Reading description 
The first element in the project is the problem statement, in which we make it clear what this project 
revolves around, followed by questions that give the reader an insight into how this project ended 
up  working with this exact problem statement.  
The next sections elaborates on the thoughts behind this project and the process of writing the 
rapport through a motivation, delimitation and descriptions of how we have collected the data and 
settle on theories, this section is called the methodology.  
In the section on humour, three theories are introduced and thoroughly explained, these theories are 
incongruity theory, superiority theory and the theory of psychic release. These theories will 
investigate humour in relation to the data that the group collected during the writing process. 
Furthermore, there is a section that focuses on translation theory, which deals with semiotics 
microstrategies and macrostrategies. Alongside the theories of translation, the humour theories will 
be used as tools in order to produce the analysis. This leads us to the next section of this rapport, 
which consists of the analysis.  
This analysis will be collected and processed in the section this, wherein the results of the analysis 
will be dealt with.  
The last section will sum up the conclusions of the main plots that the reader has come across when 
reading this project.  
Throughout the whole project there will be references to the appendixes in the back of the rapport 
wherein the data has been collected. 
 Introduction 
There has been a lot of debate in the Danish media regarding the quality of subtitles on Netflix and 
whether or not they are inferior to those of DR. Some voices in the public debate takes the stand that 
the subtitles actually are of an inferior quality. This is the case with for example Lasse Jensen who is 
a journalist who used to work for DR. According to his article on the news site on DR (HP19), the 
quality of the subtitles on Netflix are of a questionable quality. Of course mistakes in the subtitling 
can happen on any TV channel, but it is an opinion, which seems to be shared by many other television 
viewers as well as journalists (Politiken.dk, journalisten.dk). 
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Some of the problems with subtitles on Netflix are, according to Jensen, that it has to be done very 
quickly. The expanding market of television channels and programs combined with the need to 
produce subtitles the cheapest way possible. The lack of experienced and educated translators is also 
a part of the problems behind the loss of quality in subtitling, which are perceived by many of the 
viewers.  
According to journalisten.dk (HP15) Netflix is, among other things, experimenting with crowd 
sourcing, which is a way of getting their programs translated by unpaid amateurs and by hobby-
translators. This way of getting their translations in the cheapest way possible is said to be a source 
of many of the errors in their subtitles. 
According to the article by Jensen good translations demand an appropriate amount of talent, 
knowledge, linguistic precision and ability to gain insight into slang and cultural aspects. The process 
of translating and interpreting the spoken language into a couple of lines on the bottom of the screen, 
requires the investment of a certain amount of time, which the expanding and competing television 
market is not always able to accommodate. 
These problems regarding translation and the public debate and comparison concerning subtitles on 
Netflix and DR, peaked our interest and resulted in our desire to make a comparison. Thus, the aim 
of this project is to make a comparative analysis of the subtitles on DR and Netflix. In order to produce 
our analysis certain techniques and strategies were implemented. The focus of the project is on 
humour and how this has been translated in the subtitles. To shed light on this we will be using 
different theories regarding translation, as they are presented by Schjoldager and Gottlieb and 
different theories regarding humour, as they are presented by Ross. 
 
Problem statement 
We want to select an episode of the American animated TV series Family Guy and analyse the 
subtitles in the first 10 minutes of episode 14, season 9 separately on Netflix and DR. Then we would 
like to make a comparative analysis of the subtitles and see how and where they differ, while focusing 
on the way humour is dealt with in the translation process. 
 
Questions 
- Which strategies and techniques did they implement when the translations were written?  
- Which kinds of humour did the creators of Family Guy use and how frequently were they 
used?  
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- How were these translated by Netflix and DR, and where were there differences to be found?  
 
Motivation 
We in the group noticed inferior subtitling when watching series and movies on Netflix this, as well 
as the fact that we read several articles, which peaked our interest and made us reflect upon the success 
of translating into subtitling.  The reason we found their translation inferior was that we originally 
felt that a good subtitle was directly translated from the spoken word.  
Some of these articles claim that Netflix’s subtitles are inferior to those of DR, which have long been 
considered to be of the highest quality in Danish television.  
Once we decided to focus our project on this, we wanted to narrow down our focus even further and 
so we decided to look at humour in an episode of “Family Guy”. The reason why we chose Family 
Guy was that it is available on Netflix as well as on DR3 and it is a series that contains a lot of humour, 
often with cultural references.   
Is it even possible to determine whether subtitles are good or bad, and if so how? What is most 
relevant, when writing subtitles? Is it important to have a certain amount of knowledge of both 
cultures, to translate it? These were some of the questions that we asked ourselves and which helped 
point us in the direction we chose for our project. 
 
Delimitation 
The purpose of this section is to point out which focuses and aspects we have chosen not to include 
in our rapport, but would have if we had had more time at our disposal and if we did not have 
restrictions in the form of study regulations. When we were choosing the focus of our project we 
discussed different ways of looking at dubbing, which movie or TV-show did we want to use and 
such. We wanted to look at accents and other cultural influences and how these made something more 
humorous depending on where you are from. In other words, which speakers and accents were chosen 
for particular characters when creating a dubbed translation. Did these choices make the movie funny 
and was the humour dependant on knowledge about cultural references and such. However, we had 
some limitations because of study regulations and as we started the process of finding theories and 
focuses, we found that perhaps dubbing was not what we wanted to focus on. So instead, we settled 
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on subtitles. We decided that we wanted to look at the subtitles produced by DR and the subtitles 
produced by Netflix. 
Once this choice was made we needed to narrow down our focus and we found that this project could 
have been taken in several directions. In the beginning we considered focusing solely on how cultural 
humour translated into subtitles and what was lost in translation so to speak. But we decided to widen 
our focus and instead look at what kinds of humour, were present in an episode of Family Guy.  
When we started looking at theories we looked at the different kinds of humour, but we thought that 
theories based on humour styles take their stand in individual or personal humour which is not 
relevant for this project as it focusses on humour in a wider social context. What makes the series 
funny and how is it even possible to determine, when humour is funny? Furthermore, it seemed that 
our ideas in themselves could be several different projects rather than a single focused and objective 
project. Therefore, we narrowed our focus down and we chose to focus mainly on how the different 
types of humour are dealt with in the subtitles of DR and Netflix. 
 
Source-text 
Family Guy 
Family Guy is an animated sitcom created by Seth MacFarlane. It premiered on FOX in 1999 but was 
cancelled in 2002. In the time it ran it did however gain a lot of faithful fans, which caught the 
attention of the producers at FOX and the series then re-premiered in 2005 (HP2). The series follows 
the endearing and quite stupid dad Peter Griffin and his family in Quahog, Rhode Island. Lois is 
Peter's wife who basically just stays at home, and together they have three kids, 18-year-old Meg, 
who is an outcast wherever she goes, even in her own family. Chris, who is 13 years old and socially 
awkward, and finally they have baby Stewie, the most intelligent character in the series with one basic 
goal; to kill his mother Lois. The family has a dog called Brian who is a semi-alcoholic ladies’ man, 
who often tries to talk some sense into Stewie or keep him out of trouble. The entire series can be 
seen as one big reference to the American sitcom as a genre and is filled with references to other TV 
series as well. The characters in the show are also all based on either people or stereotypes, which 
makes the series, seem familiar to a lot of people (HP17).  
The series has received much critique over the years, as being misleading in being an animated series 
and seemingly appealing to children, however the series is not a children’s series. It is in fact filled 
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with strong political and social viewpoints and graphic violent and uncensored scenarios, which in 
many cases has caused strong controversy (HP2).  
 
Target-text 
Netflix 
Netflix is an American website founded in 1997 by Reed Hastings and Marc Randolph. They got the 
idea because they were both tired of the movie renting business and the fact that you could only rent 
a movie for a couple of days and were charged if you went over time. Netflix began allowing 
customers to stream movies and TV series without limits for a monthly fee in 2007, and since then 
the business has spread to approximately 40 countries over the world and the amount of new accounts 
increases with 18 % per year (HP4). Among other facts Netflix provides their own subtitles, which 
gives the audience reason to research their quality. There are five seasons of Family Guy currently 
available on the Danish version of Netflix, seasons 6-10. 
 
DR 
DR stands for Danmarks radio but is always referred to as DR and has had a few different names 
over the years since its founding in 1925. However, its official name in Danish is DR while its 
official name in English is Danish Broadcasting Corporation. Since DR started as a TV-channel in 
1948 (HP11), more channels have gradually been added under the corporation. These channels 
include DR2, DRK, DR Ramasjang and DR3, which is the newest channel aimed at young people, 
and the one that broadcasts Family Guy (HP10). DR is a public-service radio and television 
broadcasting company, which covers the whole of Denmark and is available over multiple 
platforms like radio, television and the internet.  DR is a well respected broadcasting company in 
Danish society and it is mostly well liked. DR1 is considered the main channel of DR and it is the 
channel that aims to be relevant for the whole of Denmark. DR2 is the more intellectual channel and 
its aim is to inform the viewer and to create debate.  DR3 is by DR’s own definition the challenging 
and entertaining channel for the younger viewers. It therefore makes perfect sense that it is on this 
channel that Family Guy is being broadcasted, as it would not fit in with the other programing on 
DR’s other channels. (HP10). 
 
11 
 
Methodology 
As the writing process got underway, we decided to focus on how humour is translated in subtitles, 
as well as how the translators working for the two companies translated these aspects. Our goal was 
to make a qualified assessment of the differences in the subtitles on Netflix and DR, for this purpose 
we chose to look at “Family Guy”, as this was a series featured on both Netflix and DR, which is rich 
in humour and cultural references. 
In order to produce our analysis we chose to start by looking at 10 full minutes from episode 14, 
season 9 of Family Guy, this was done in order to stay objective and to avoid leading the investigation 
in a certain direction by handpicking specific scenes. After recording the episode we decided to 
transcribe both the subtitles from the two target-texts as well as the source-text. It is perhaps useful 
to be aware of the fact that we refer to Family Guy as the source-text and the subtitles on DR and 
Netflix as the target-texts. The term, text is used in the widest sense of the word. This use of the term 
is inspired by Gottlieb’s theory from “Text, Translation and Subtitling - In Theory, and in Denmark”. 
He states in his paper: “[…] very few multi-channel messages […] make much sense when stripped 
of one or more of their (non-verbal) semiotic layers - those threads that together make up the texture 
of the message in question.” (Gottlieb, 2001: 1). The term text therefore takes into consideration all 
factors with semantic traces; Family Guy being a TV series is one of them. 
The theories we chose to look at for this project were theories regarding humour and translation. The 
theories we have chosen regarding translation are the theories of micro and macrostrategy as 
presented by Schjoldager. Through our work with these strategies, we have chosen a taxonomy 
including 12 types of microstrategies, which we have used in our analytical work. The theories we 
have chosen regarding humour are incongruity theory, superiority theory and psychic release theory. 
By using these theories, we have created a typology of humour consisting of eight different types of 
humour.  
The analysis portion of our project is one of, if not the most, important parts of the whole project. 
This is where we really get to look at where there are differences between the two transcribed subtitles 
and the source-text concerning humour.  
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Humour  
Incongruity Theory 
Because we need to get an understanding of the different ways in which the occurrence of humour 
can be explained we will in this section, present some theories on how something humorous can be 
created through language and the way it is used. Theories on how it is possible to translate something 
humorous in a way that makes it understandable, will also be presented. During our examination of 
this we will use the book, “The Language of Humour” by Alison Ross (1998). 
According to Ross, humour has a high profile in the society, as sitcoms and comedy shows are shown 
every evening on primetime television (Ross, 1998: xi). In short, this means that programs like these 
has become a popular genre and humour in general now has a fashionable status (Ross, 1998: xi). 
Humour is a matter of personal taste but there are, according to Ross, some theories that can explain 
some of the underlying mechanisms of something humorous (Ross, 1998: xi). Ross mentions three 
theories that explain different aspects of humour; the incongruity theory, the superiority theory, and 
the theory of psychic release. 
According to Ross the incongruity theory contains elements of surprise, innovation and rule-breaking. 
Humour is created through a conflict between what is expected and what actually occurs, which 
creates an ambiguity that is misleading to the audience. This ambiguity is then followed by a punch 
line (Ross, 1998: 8). An example of this could be Joe being the victim of Peter’s prank calls. Later in 
the same episode, Joe is telling Meg about these calls and a flashback is shown where Joe gets one of 
these prank calls, while lying in his bed at home. The scene creates an ambiguity, as the audience 
knows that Peter and Joe are friends and therefore Joe should be able to recognise the sound of Peter’s 
voice. Further into the episode, the audience is being made aware of the fact that Peter is the one 
making the prank calls, which might leave the audience in a conflict between what they expect and 
what actually occurs and the scenes might mislead the audience.  
In relation to this example, Ross mentions that the timing and element of disguise is important in 
order for something to be funny (Ross, 1998: 34). The fact that Joe does not have a clue who is making 
the prank calls, creates a humorous aspect. The timing of when the prank calls are made has an 
influence on the humorous aspect as well. Joe has a conversation with Lois and Peter about Meg 
having a crush on him, and as soon as Joe leaves, Peter makes another prank call to Joe, regarding 
the conversation they had, just moments before. The timing of the prank call makes the situation 
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absurd yet humorous, as Joe is still unaware that Peter is the culprit. Another example of the element 
of disguise could be at the end of episode 14, where Brian cannot identify which Stewie is the right 
one. He shoots one of them and the audience is introduced to the element of disguise as the final scene 
makes it clear, through visuals, that Brian shot the wrong one (Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 
00:03:21, Netflix). 
Within the Incongruity theory it is possible to point out two different, but still intertwined levels, in 
which ambiguity can arise. The first level Ross mentions is concerning structural ambiguity. This 
level deals with various levels of language like phonology, graphology, morphology, lexis and syntax 
(Ross, 1998: 8). In short, the levels concentrate on the ambiguity of words. The second level 
concentrates on the use of the language in general but also language use as a social act, this has to do 
with the conventions regarding the use of language in different contexts (Ross, 1998: 27). 
Within these levels, a double meaning can occur that can cause some misunderstandings; an 
ambiguity or incongruity (Ross, 1998: 8). The ambiguity can for example arise because of the 
possibility of understanding a word or a sentence in two different ways. The ambiguity appears 
through the words or structures of language. This is the case in jokes that are funny because there can 
be two different interpretations of the same word based on, how it is pronounced or the fact that a 
word can be identical in spelling and pronunciation but be different in meaning. This possible 
ambiguity can be explained with terms like homophones and homonyms. These terms will be 
explained later. 
 
Structural ambiguity 
Structural ambiguity, could be found at different levels of linguistic structure. The first one is 
phonology, which looks at the sounds of the language, graphology, which looks at how the language 
is represented in written form, morphology, which focusses on how the words themselves are 
structured, lexis, which are the individual words in the language and finally syntax, which is how the 
words are structured into phrases, clauses and sentences (Ross, 1998: 8). This project does not cover 
all the levels as they are not relevant for the analysis but it will touch upon the ones that have relevance 
to our data.    
It can be difficult not to involve the language as a social act when looking at examples of humour 
because discourse has relevance, as it is a term that covers how a conversation works (Ross, 1998: 
8). It means that discourse is a stretch of language, in forms of using long sentences to create a 
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conversation (Ross, 1998: 9). In other words, this means that discourse is a term used for longer pieces 
of language. By creating a discourse more people have to be involved, which means that it is not 
enough to structure the language correctly; you also have to create understandable conventions in 
order for the people involved to know what is appropriate to say in certain situations (Ross, 1998: 9). 
Humour might be a convention, which is easily misunderstood or may be misinterpreted depending 
on the context. In addition to Family Guy, there are many social acts in the form of dialogues between 
the characters to be found. The rapport attempts to analyse the different contexts where humour is 
involved, in order to find out why these misunderstandings or misinterpretations can occur.     
Often, utterances can be interpreted in two different ways (Ross, 1998: 9). Homophones are words 
that have the same pronunciation, but are spelled differently, as an example of this we have ‘piece’ 
and ‘peace’ (Greenbaum & Nelson, 1999: 228). Homonyms have the same spelling and 
pronunciation, but the meaning is not the same (Ross, 1998: 9), as an example of this we have 
‘douche’. ‘Douche’ can be defined as either “a jet or current of water, sometimes with a dissolved 
medicating or cleansing agent, applied to a body part, organ, or cavity for medicinal or hygienic 
purposes” (HP7), or is short for “douche bag”, which has the same equivalence as “asshole”. In the 
definitions of the word “douche” it is clear that it has two meanings though it has the same spelling 
and pronunciation. In spoken language it can be difficult to differentiate the two terms, because there 
are different ways of pronouncing words depending on the language spoken (Ross, 1998: 9). It is only 
in the spoken language confusion can occur about the two terms, as they look distinct when they are 
written down (Ross, 1998: 9). Some words individually run together in spoken language and it is the 
context that explains how the words should be put together to make a stream of sounds (Ross, 1998: 
10). The humorous part could be if two people in a dialogue misunderstood the context because of a 
word that has two different meanings.  
Lexis is the individual words in the language (Ross, 1998: 8). This level focuses on homonyms, which 
as mentioned previously, are words with the same spelling and pronunciation, but different meanings 
(Ross, 1998: 16). The understanding of the words can create an incongruity, this incongruity, which 
can occur, might create the humorous part in a joke because it has two different meanings or 
interpretations of the same word. There is an example of a homonym in the analysis where Joe 
misunderstands the word “tardy” (Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:14:49, Netflix). 
Idioms are “[...] groups of words that should be regarded as a single unit, as their meaning cannot 
be worked out from the constituent parts [...]” (Ross, 1998: 18), like puns that consist of words that 
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only make sense together. The description of idioms means an expression consisting of words that 
make sense in context, the words makes no sense individually or out of context. An example of an 
idiom could be the wordplay that Joe rephrases in the car with Meg “when life ruins your legs, you 
just gotta make legonade” (Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:15:29, Netflix). These single units 
cannot be worked out from the constituent parts as the wordplay only makes sense in context. The 
example will be further elaborated in the analysis.  
 
Semantic incongruity 
The discipline of semantics revolves around examining the sense between words and the meaning of 
individual words. For instance, the relation between different synonyms that are equivalent words, 
like ‘woman’ and ‘lady’, or between different antonyms that are opposites like ‘woman’ and ‘man’ 
(Ross, 1998: 30). The connotations related to a word are also examined, connotations can be described 
as the communicative value words possess. Some words for example have more value than others 
depending on what attribute it might have, some might say that ‘lady’ is more respectful to say than 
‘woman’ (Ross, 1998: 30), but connotations can change, today some might find the word ‘woman’ 
more respectful. This change partly depends on collocations, which is the way the words are used as 
well as in which context they occur. Because of the attribution that the word is given, the connotations 
go beyond the thing or term to which they refer (Ross, 1998: 30). Sometimes the combination of 
different words or meanings can make more or less sense and thereby seem odd or incongruous, 
which can cause us to find something humorous (Ross, 1998: 30). Some combinations of words or 
meanings simply do not make sense, in that they in some way contradict what we believe to know 
about the world or about language and meaning.  
But if these combinations of words are placed in a way so that they make sense in a recognisable and 
understandable way they can, according to Ross, be termed non-sense, instead of just nonsense as it 
would be if what was said was total gibberish. This term covers the fact that you are able to recognise 
a sentence or an utterance as understandable, but you are still challenged by the fact that it does not 
quite make sense to you anyway. Ross gives the following examples to something that could fit into 
this term of non-sense: “My uncle always sleeps in the day”, “My uncle always sleeps awake” and 
“My uncle always sleeps on one toe” (Ross, 1998: 30). These sentences do not make sense in different 
ways. For example, it is not possible to sleep on one toe, but we still understand the utterance - it just 
does not fit in with our understanding regarding, what is or is not possible in the world that we live 
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in. So in some way the utterance or sentence is incongruous compared to what we believe to know 
about the world or about language and meaning (Ross, 1998: 30-31). The human mind, according to 
Ross, tends to react by trying to make sense of things in front of it that do not make any sense. This 
can make it possible to extend possible meanings in order to change the perception (Ross, 1998: 30-
31). Because of this ability, one is able to see new meanings that did not quite make sense before and 
this might enable one to see the humour in the incongruous elements that occur.   
Within semantics, it is possible to highlight incongruity with terms like contradiction, paradox, 
oxymoron and tautology (Ross, 1998: 31-32). A contradiction can broadly be defined as “a situation 
or ideas in opposition to one another” (HP25). An example of a contradiction in Family Guy could 
be in the theme song where Lois sings: “it seems today that all you see is violence on movies and sex 
on TV” and Peter continues and sings: “but where are those good old fashioned values”. This indicates 
a contradiction between the way the characters miss values on TV rather than violence and sex, which 
completely contradicts almost all that happens in Family Guy. A paradox can be defined as “[…] a 
statement or proposition that seems self-contradictory or absurd but in reality expresses a possible 
truth.” (HP8). An example of a paradox could be the title of the series “Family Guy”. Although, the 
series reflects a family it is not a nuclear family in the usual sense, but the exact opposite as they try 
to kill each other. So the title can definitely be defined as a paradox. An oxymoron can be defined as 
“[...]a figure of speech by which a locution produces an incongruous, seemingly self-contradictory 
effect[...]” (HP9). An example of an oxymoron could be “cruel kindness” (HP9) or “bitter-sweet” 
(Ross, 1998: 32).  
A tautology can be defined as “[...] a statement that says the same thing twice in different ways, or a 
statement that has to be true by the way it is phrased.” (HP27). Examples of tautology could be 
“necessary essentials” or “it is either right or it is left” (HP27). Tautologies that occur in everyday 
speech, are described as apparent tautology. The apparent tautology is not devoid of sense even 
though it can be termed as nonsense. The incongruity that arises through the use of language in these 
kinds of ways with contradiction, paradox, oxymoron and tautologies, has the potential to be 
humorous within the right context (Ross, 1998: 32). 
Another type of semantic incongruity can occur if a simile or a metaphor is being made, the 
comparison made in these can be odd or incongruous enough to cause a humorous effect (Ross, 
1998: 35). A simile can be defined as a “[...] figure of speech in which two essentially unlike things 
are compared, often in a phrase introduced by ‘like’ or ‘as’[...]” (HP28). 
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Like for instance the expression “as busy as a bee”, or as in Family Guy episode 14, season 9 in the 
scene where baby Susie is being breast fed by Meg, and says: “this feels right, but it tastes like a dirty 
penny” (Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:07:38, Netflix). This compares the feeling of being 
breast fed by Meg with the taste of dirty pennies.  
The simile is a metaphor, but it is a metaphor where the comparison is made explicit by introducing 
it with a word that indicates that the comparison is being made, like for instance the words “like” 
and “as” (HP21). 
In the light of this first description of a simile, a metaphor can be defined as a much broader term 
than the simile. A metaphor “[...] is a figure of speech which makes an implicit, implied or hidden 
comparison between two things or objects that are poles apart from each other but have some 
characteristics common between them.” (HP20). An example of a metaphor could be when Joe 
compares being a paraplegic to being a picnic basket. This example will be elaborated on, in the 
analysis. Besides this, there are other cases of unintentional humour to be found when using mixed 
metaphors. They usually consist of two different clichés that are combined in a new way without 
the speaker being aware of the new pictures that are created in a strange way, which could cause a 
humorous effect (Ross, 1998: 35). The modification in, for example, well-known sayings like 
clichés or idioms, which will be elaborated later in this section, are able to refer to the nature of 
language and thereby make a funny comment. An example could be in the series “Friends”, where 
Ross asks: ”Pheebs, you wanna help?” and Phoebe answers: “Oh, I wish I could, but I really don't 
want to” (Ross, 1998: 37). In this example the cliché-like answer “I wish I could, but I really don't 
have the time” is turned into something different and unexpected and therefore, it becomes 
humorous.  
Furthermore, it would be relevant to look at the term conceit. The term describes a more elaborate 
or far-fetched metaphor, which Ross describes as an extended analogy or comparison. The 
humorous aspect of an analogy could be when a strange comparison is made (Ross, 1998: 35). 
Often, the analogy has something to do with imagination, as it can be abstract. An example of an 
analogy could be: “Let’s imagine that people are hitchhiking around the galaxy” (Ross, 1998: 35). 
The example shows how a comparison can be made in a strange way that is not possible, but 
imaginable.  
Similar to this extended analogy is also the use of an incongruity between language and the 
situation. For example the language and the habits that can be attributed to one group can be 
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transferred to another completely different group (Ross, 1998: 35). The incongruity between 
language and situation will be further explained and exemplified in the analysis.  
Furthermore, impossible and bizarre situations can be created, especially within, for instance 
cartoons, where different scenes are juxtaposed. This means that the same character is used in 
different shows, which creates a new scene with all sorts of imaginable scenarios (Ross, 1998: 35-
36). This could, for instance, be said to be the case in episode 11, season 9, where the Muppet Show 
has been included in Family Guy, this creates a juxtaposition. The focus of the scene is Lois 
comparing Joyce Kinney to Miss Piggy: “nooo, you’re a lady big shot like miss piggy” (Family Guy 
season 9, episode 11, 00:07:28, Netflix). The scene then switches to the real Muppet Show, where 
Kermit the Frog and Fozzie Bear are integrated into the episode. Some of the characters have been 
used in different shows and intertextuality has been used. Using characters from other programmes 
comes under the term intertextuality. To understand that an intertextuality occurs the receiver of the 
humorous text needs to understand that a reference is being made in order to fully understand the 
humour (Ross, 1998: 37). 
 
Pragmatics 
Pragmatics deals with the ways that sentences acquire their meaning in a context (Ross, 1998: 38). 
Both factual knowledge and assumptions can be required in order to understand the full significance 
of an utterance within a context. The understanding of the individual words is not enough, it is 
important to have a general understanding of the world in order to get a full understanding of what 
is being said or written (Ross, 1998: 38-39).  
A distinction between the sense and the force of an utterance is made within pragmatics. The sense 
of an utterance refers to the information the sentence gives, and the force of the same utterance goes 
beyond this and is able to change the meaning of the utterance. The force is the message meant 
and/or perceived by the utterance and therefore the force of the same utterance can change if it is 
being said in a different context (Ross, 1998: 39). 
Ambiguity concerning the meaning of an utterance can arise when there is a gap between the sense 
and the force of the utterance. Because of this gap, misunderstandings can occur, as there could be 
doubt about the way an utterance should be interpreted. It might be that the interpreter of the 
utterance concentrates on the structural form rather than being aware of the various functions that 
occur (Ross, 1998: 39). People can interpret utterances differently this can lead to 
misunderstandings and these can, as mentioned above, turn out to be humorous for the audience.   
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The possibility of ambiguity, and thus misunderstandings, can arise through different ways of using 
language. It can arise by breaking important rules and expectations concerning how the language 
should be used. The relation between sense and force can for example be clarified via “The 
Cooperative Principle” by Ross. This indicates that it is expected that we should try to communicate 
as clearly as possible (Ross, 1998: 7-8 + 39-40). If the communication is not clear, but ambiguous in 
some way misunderstandings or misinterpretations could occur. These misunderstandings or 
misinterpretations might result in scenarios that in some way could become humorous. The 
cooperative principle of a conversation indicates what norms and expectations people have when 
having a conversation. The pair parts in a conversation seeks to follow certain maxims, like mutual 
expectations about for example truth. We will not elaborate much on these maxims except for an 
overall description of them. One might say that they are related to some guiding principles for what 
is expected when having a conversation, as mentioned, they have to do with the quantity and the 
quality of what is said. For instance, it can cause problems if you do not give enough information but 
also if you give too much. Furthermore, it can cause problems if what you are saying is not true or if 
you do not believe it yourself. In addition to these, what is said is also expected to be relevant, which 
has to do with the maxim of relation. There is also the maxim of manner to take into account, this has 
to do with the way things are said. An example could be the expectation that one seeks to avoid 
ambiguity in an utterance (Ross, 1998: 39-40). 
 
Discourse 
Within discourse theory, a description of the rules and conventions underlying the language use in 
longer stretches of text, is attempted. On the basis of the clues and signals, which the audience picks 
up on, an expectation about what will follow in the text is created. This expectation is then 
subverted in humour (Ross, 1998: 40). 
Within discourse the conventions of conversation and dialogue is also addressed. Things like knowing 
the appropriate response at certain stages in a conversation and in certain contexts is addressed (Ross, 
1998: 40-41). This could for instance be, knowing the appropriate response as someone initiates a 
serious conversation by saying “listen guys I have got something to tell you. And I don't really know 
how to break it to you, so I am just gonna come right out and say it...” (Family Guy season 9, episode 
14, 00:06:58, Netflix) Joe initiates a conversation with Peter and Lois with this line, which ought to 
let them know that they should probably listen and answer in a way that correlates with his initiating 
utterance. Instead, they burst into laughter when Joe tells them that Meg might have a crush on him. 
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The reaction cannot be seen as the most appropriate response even if one perceives the utterance as 
totally ridiculous. In general, language users understand the conventions that lies behind the overall 
structure within different kinds of discourse (Ross, 1998: 41). Scenes like the one above might create 
an urge to laugh because it is apparent that some conventions have been broken.  
 
Register 
The term register refers to how the language can be scaled in a way that spans from high or formal 
register in language to more informal or casual registers of language. The situation determines 
which register of language is used; one must adjust to specific situations as well as to whom they 
are speaking or writing (Ross, 1998: 43). Some styles are more definitively set and these are 
described as genres. Family Guy deals with several genres besides the genre of the series itself; 
sitcom. The particular episode, which the project investigates uses references from both the genre of 
horror and science fiction This will be described in more detail in the analysis.   
According to Ross, Joos (1996) describes a five-point scale that investigates degrees of formality 
for the different styles of speaking and writing. The five-point scale consists of: 
 
“Intimate – use of a 'private' code, rather than public vocabulary, e.g. jargon. 
Casual – between friends, using shortened forms and slang. 
Consultative – coming to terms with strangers, supplying background information. 
Formal – no participation from the audience, can stand alone: detachment, cohesion. 
Frozen – ritualized forms e.g. in ceremonies and legal language (Ross, 1998: 43-44). 
 
Social competence involves being able to use all of the different styles and then being able to choose 
the one that is appropriate for the given situation (Ross, 1998: 44). A lot of humour plays on this 
ability or the lack thereof. Humour uses register to demonstrate a person having problems in situations 
where a wrong register has been chosen, or there is a mix in the way the register is used in different 
situations (Ross, 1998: 44). An example could be, if a person is using a lot of words from a casual 
register, but is supposed to use words from another register in order for the register to fit the situation. 
Being in a court of law for example requires words from a register that is more formal than those 
from for instance the intimate register. Another example could be from episode 11, season 9 of Family 
Guy in which Peter uses a register that is inappropriate to use towards a priest right after his sermon 
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when he says “nice talk chief. Go buy the wife something pretty” (Family Guy season 9, episode 11, 
00:04:07, Netflix). 
Another thing that might cause humorous incongruity is anachronisms, which is an incongruous 
mixture of things that were never there at the same time and place (Ross, 1998: 45). An example of 
this could be when Jesus comes to dinner at Lois and Peter's home in episode 2, season 7 (HP29).  
 
According to Ross, the reference to existing styles that is made in intertextuality within a text, can 
help to account for some of the differences in the reception of some kinds of humour; help account 
for the fact that not everybody finds the same things humorous (Ross, 1998: 47). In episode 11, 
season 9 the characters from Family Guy are placed within the story of “The Incredible Hulk” in the 
beginning of the TV-series. Stewie has the role of Dr. Bruce Banner and Peter has the role of the 
Hulk. One would probably expect that if the audience recognises the reference and maybe even has 
some sort of relation to the movie, it would probably be more likely to find the reference humorous. 
The cultural reference has a big influence on how the humour is understood and interpreted by the 
audience. If the reference was not recognised, it would probably be strange and disjointed, which 
might ruin the humorous aspect of the specific scene.   
 
Within the humour unfolded in parodies, which contains humorous imitations, much of the 
recognition of the humorous aspects relies on the ability to recognize the intertextual aspects in the 
text (Ross, 1998: 48). Although, the parody is dependent on other texts it is still possible for it to be 
creative and original. It can be self-reflective by encouraging the viewer or reader to focus on the 
style itself and thus be aware of conflicts or dialogues between the parody and the original text 
(Ross, 1998: 48). This self-reflective ability is something that is to be seen in the analysis with the 
example in the scene with Patrick Stewart asking the audience, whether they are liking the show so 
far. The subplot of the scene with Meg and Joe can be seen as a parody and an intertextual reference 
to the old drama/thriller “The Hand That Rocks the Cradle” from 1992. The scene makes the 
audience focus on the fact that it is a parody and on the style of this parody. This might explain 
some of the different perceptions of humour elements within parody in general. It cannot be 
understood and appreciated without reference to the context (Ross, 1998: 49). 
 
Furthermore irony is another form of humour that is very vulnerable to misunderstandings because 
of the fact that it is a form that has an “[...] expression of meaning, often humorous or sarcastic, by 
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the use of language of a different or opposite tendency.”(Ross, 1998: 50). Thus, it is important to be 
able to perceive the, sometimes very subtle, contradictions between the language use and the 
intended meaning.  
 
The superiority theory       
In this section, the target of humour, the intention that the teller of the joke has and how it affects the 
audience is examined (Ross, 1998: 51). Furthermore, some types of incongruity in the language use 
will be presented in order to show it as humour (Ross, 1998: 51). 
‘Sudden glory’ because of our own triumph, and to avoid being the ones that are being laughed at 
while others get humiliated, is how philosopher Thomas Hobbes characterises laughter (Ross, 1998: 
51). The literal downfall of other people can create an urge to laugh, which could explain the 
popularity of various “slipping-on-a-banana” scenarios (Ross, 1998: 51). Hobbes claims that people 
who laugh at others’ misfortune do not have awareness of their own lack of ability (Ross, 1998: 51). 
According to this, humour has become a form of mockery, making people join in on the laughter in 
order to somehow maintain or gain power (Ross, 1998: 51). People, who try to maintain or gain power 
often, have the fewest abilities and therefore, they manifest themselves by laughing at others. “The 
aim of a joke is not to degrade the human being, but to remind him that he is already degraded.” 
(Orwell in Ross, 1998: 51). 
 
Degraded groups as the target 
“Less powerful groups as the butt of humour” (Ross, 1998: 53) is one of the headlines in Ross’ book. 
The term, butt is used metaphorically to describe an object of ridicule (Ross, 1998: 53). The 
interesting thing is investigating which groups that are referred to as the butt of humour, although the 
answer might reveal something about society and its attitudes (Ross, 1998: 53). 
Some people would say that the language reflects attitudes that are already existing, like racism, and 
that words will not change anything. Others would describe language as a powerful weapon capable 
of change and forming attitudes (Ross, 1998: 53). No matter the choice of category, language has a 
great influence on attitudes.   
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The butt of humour is often perceived as inferior, and a superiority over them would seem 
unnecessary (Ross, 1998: 53). Some groups, who are often used as butts of humour, can be seen as a 
threat as they have a tendency to shake others’ security in themselves (Ross, 1998: 53). 
Because of the insecurity this type of humour will be context-bound. There are various perceptions 
of context-bound humour depending on culture, which can change over time and will be described in 
more detailed in the section about the spoken language. This means that there must be a change in 
the responses of humour as well (Ross, 1998: 53). 
 
Social groups as the butt of humour         
Lower social class groups are often vulnerable to becoming the focus of humour. It can be anything 
from social status in forms of accents in different countries, where some have a higher status than 
others, to a cultural status in the form of the impressions of people in that very culture (Ross, 1998: 
54). It varies from culture to culture, which status is considered the most ridiculous and therefore the 
easiest target when creating a joke (Ross, 1998: 54). There are many examples of jokes focusing on 
the social groups or people with less power and prestige; the butts of humour. Some examples could 
be jokes about black people, people with disabilities, fat people etc. (Ross, 1998: 54). 
Laughing at these jokes does not necessarily mean that people agree with them being a threat or 
inferior (Ross, 1998: 55). Not all people intent to laugh at jokes about less powerful social groups 
because they find them offensive (Ross, 1998: 55). The teller of the joke, also has a big influence on 
how the joke is received as well as the intention behind the joke (Ross, 1998: 55), if for example the 
joke is about fat people and the tellers are fat themselves, it would probably not be as offensive as it 
would have been if they were thin. 
 
Powerful groups as the target 
Tellers of jokes do not always use less powerful groups as the target when looking for the butt of their 
jokes, powerful groups can also become a target when it comes to humour. Humour that is addressed 
towards people in powerful or influential positions is often an attack. The attack is in some sense a 
way of fighting back for victims, who have nothing besides their words, to overcome money and 
status (Ross, 1998: 57). 
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As mentioned in the section above, the tellers sometimes use themselves as the butt of humour, which 
is called self-deprecating humour (Ross, 1998: 58). Self-deprecating humour does not have to be 
about the tellers themselves, but can also be weaknesses, which are common amongst all people 
(Ross, 1998: 58).   
 
Psychic release 
In the previous section, the focus was humour with a target and how humour is used as a part of the 
battle between different groups in society (Ross, 1998: 61). Some would say that it is not only used 
in battles between groups but also expresses a battle within ourselves (Ross, 1998: 61). Psychic 
release theory describes how to overcome the battles within ourselves through laughter. This section 
will focus on taboos; which subjects are seen as taboos and which taboos are there no problems in 
mentioning (Ross, 1998: 61). Almost everything is allowed when humour is involved, but a fine line 
still has to be walked between breaking rules and still keeping some limits (Ross, 1998: 61). In the 
superiority theory attitudes are mentioned and in the psychic release theory attitude plays a role as 
well. The teller’s attitude has an influence on how the response is received, which can vary (Ross, 
1998: 61). Some old people for example tend to find inappropriate clothing more shocking than 
younger people do, but there are other features than age, which can make humour either offensive or 
acceptable (Ross, 1998: 61). 
 
Taboos in context 
When talking about humour, there are some limits regarding time and place (Ross, 1998: 70). Some 
jokes are conventional in certain contexts, like birthday cards, but are never found on cards that 
express sympathy for death for example (Ross, 1998: 70). There are boundaries regarding the usage 
of humour in certain contexts, like when certain taboos are involved, but humour occasionally pushes 
these boundaries (Ross, 1998: 70).    
People often signal when they are about to tell a joke, so the audience is ready to laugh when hearing 
it. Sometimes this form of joking can override the content of the actual joke, so that people laugh 
without deciding, whether they find the joke humorous or not. Deciding if something is humorous or 
not, often depends on the context (Ross, 1998: 70). If the audience is prepared to see something 
humorous like a TV series such as Family Guy, they might laugh although the specific scene is not 
actually humorous. Knowing beforehand that the TV series is humorous might have an influence on 
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how the audience interprets the humour and because of this knowledge, the offensiveness might be 
decreased.            
Spoken humour 
Ross’ book takes its stand in both spoken and written humour. The main focus in this project is to 
investigate the written humour in the form of subtitling, but the source language needs to be 
transcribed as well in order to understand why the subtitles have been translated the way they have. 
Television has replaced books, which used to be the biggest source of society’s verbal entertainment, 
this means that people today are more likely to watch humour instead of reading it (Ross, 1998: 87). 
Ross mentions that spoken humour is less permanent than written humour, even though there are 
recordings (Ross, 1998: 87). Programs like Alf were popular twenty years ago, and disappeared from 
people’s memory because humour changed along with society, but the series did not accomplish this, 
as it was cancelled years ago, and became less popular and memorable. Some programs will become 
classics and have a lasting popularity, but it is difficult for directors or producers to know how humour 
will evolve later when creating a program (Ross, 1998: 87).  
The TV series Family Guy is a situation comedy, also known as a sitcom. “Sitcoms have a series of 
weekly shows based around an initial idea of a situation and characters, with potential for humour.” 
(Ross, 1998: 89). The characters in a sitcom do not develop, but remain the same throughout all 
episodes. As the quote above shows, a sitcom contains humour but may not contain humour in terms 
of lines or gags that are humorous in isolation (Ross, 1998: 89). The humour in a sitcom is based on 
how the different characters interact with each other in different situations (Ross, 1998: 89). Mostly, 
sitcoms reflect the society of their time with humorous aspects (Ross, 1998: 89). Family Guy parodies 
a nuclear family with a mother and father, three children and a dog, which reflects what is seen as the 
ideal family in society today. The humorous part of the series is the dog that can walk and talk, the 
baby that speaks like an adult and walks around, and the fact that the whole family is vicious towards 
each other.  
Subtitling 
Defining Translation 
When talking about translation, we cannot avoid touching upon the theme of semiotics. Semiotics is 
a wide field encompassing, according to Gottlieb, more than thirty forms of translation including 
everything from sports broadcasting to written ballet choreography, and it goes beyond one-
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dimensional transfers of spoken or written language into another. “[…] semiotics can be defined as 
the discipline that deals with the communication of meaning through systems of signs.”(Gottlieb in 
Schjoldager, 2008: 41). Bellow, the essential points are listed in order to give an understanding of the 
field of translation concerning subtitling. Some essential things one needs to define before going 
further into semiotics is; what is language, what is a text and what is translation? Gottlieb defines 
language as “[…] any communicative system working through the combination of sensory signs. […] 
text may be defined as any combination of sensory signs carrying communicative intention.”(Gottlieb 
in Schjoldager, 2008: 42). Essentially a text is any form of communication, be it verbal or non-verbal. 
Gottlieb defines translation as “[…] any process, or product thereof, in which a text is replaced by 
another text reflecting, or inspired by, the original entity.” (Schjoldager, 2008: 42). 
 
With the invention of sound film a new medium was created, with new media new methods of 
translation will be required. With the invention of sound film multidimensional translation became 
possible, this meant that one now had to look at all, or more than one, elements in the translation. 
Films and TV shows by definition communicate through more than one channel at the same time, 
meaning the visual and the spoken word as well as dubbing or subtitling. These are all elements, 
which should be considered. The process of translation involves much more than the rephrasing of 
the original messages. “[…] any channel of expression in any act of communication carries 
meaning.” (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 40). 
 
Intrasemiotic translation is a term describing translation within one sign system. An example of this 
could be a written text translated into another written text. Intrasemiotic translation can be both 
interlingual or intralingual, meaning within the same language or into a different language. Gottlieb 
puts forward 5 subcategories of intrasemiotic translation: Diachronic translation, which means 
translation between texts from different times. Dialectal translation meaning translation between 
geographical, social or generational language variations. Paraphrasing, for example translating expert 
language into something a lay person would be able to understand. Transliteration involves a change 
of alphabet. Diamesic translation means that there is a change in language mode for instance 
translating from spoken language into written language or the other way around.   
Intersemiotic translation is a term describing translation from one sign to another meaning the source 
and target-texts do not use the same means of communication (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 45). 
Gottlieb considers subtitling to be intrasemiotic, but also states that it could be argued that subtitling 
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would qualify as intersemiotic as part of the shift from speech into writing. Another argument could 
be looking at the subtitles as “cognitively supplementary” meaning as an added semiotic channel only 
found in translated films.  But these arguments can be refuted as the semiotic composition is not really 
changed through subtitling and over time the communicative power of subtitles will most likely be 
diminished as understanding of elements in languages such as English increases (Gottlieb in 
Schjoldager, 2008: 56).  
 
As mentioned above subtitles are classified as cognitively supplementary this means that the audience 
has access to both the original text, and might have at least partial understanding of the original 
language. The multilingual viewer processes subtitles as something that accompanies the original 
text. Audiences’ eyes often go back and forth between the subtitles and the visual text in order to help 
understand the original dialogue, and using the original dialogue to evaluate the subtitles. This is 
often used to criticise the subtitles. This critique of subtitles is seen a lot in Scandinavia and we 
assume that and it creates a restraint on the translator, which is not found in countries where the 
understanding of languages like English is less widespread. 
The ideal form of translation is when “Each part or aspect of a translation can be perceived as the 
outcome of a process of choosing among various possible solutions in the light of all the operative 
factors of the moment.” ((Zabalbeascoa 1997: 337) in Schjoldager, 2008: 59). This however is rarely 
possible because of time restraints. According to Gottlieb, there is simply no process where the 
translator chooses from various solutions nor is there an awareness of all the factors involved. 
Translators usually go by their instincts but sometimes they may be asked to give several solutions to 
translational problems. This however, is atypical and not common practise. (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 
2008: 59). 
 
Subtitling 
 
“Generally speaking, subtitles do not contain more than two lines, are displayed 
horizontally - usually at the bottom of the screen though in some countries like Japan 
they can also be vertical - and appear in synchrony with the image and dialogue.” 
(Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 344).  
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This chapter will give an outline of what subtitling is what qualities it contains, which other types of 
translations might lack, how it is produced and what effects can occur from it. We will be looking at 
the basic macro- and micro strategies, as outlined by Schjoldager and we will try to create an 
understanding of how these strategies are used when producing subtitles. We will give a description 
of the process and structure of translation, by drawing mainly on the theories of Schjoldager and 
Gottlieb. 
 
According to Gottlieb and Schjoldager, subtitling is a form of what is called screen translation, where 
dubbing and voice-over are the other two. It has been debated whether or not subtitling can be 
categorised as a form of translation, since it’s origin with the beginning of talkies in the 1930’s. This 
is mainly because of the limitations that surrounds the medium, such as time and space and because 
‘translation’ to many people means transferring one language in a written text to another (Gottlieb in 
Schjoldager, 2008: 208-210). However, Schjoldager talks about mixed-media translation, where one 
medium, for example audio, is translated into another, like for instance, writing (Schjoldager, 2008: 
28). To use a more technical term, Gottlieb describes subtitles as being a diamesic translation, which 
is a diagonal translation done from speech to writing, or the other way around. Had the translation 
been isomesic, we would have been looking at a dubbed version of Family Guy, which creates a 
whole other strategy- and toolset (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 210).  
The subtitling of Family Guy can be categorised as a literary translation, as this kind of translation 
considers the problems which can arise, when the source-text is marked by its heavy cultural, personal 
or even emotional features, as well as word plays, metaphors or jokes which cannot be directly 
interpreted (Schjoldager, 2008: 34). Family Guy is a perfect example of this kind of source-text. 
These features often make the translation process harder, as it usually requires a complete covert 
translation in order to incorporate all of them. When we look at subtitles, the thing we usually see, 
but do not always think about, is how short they are, and how long they stay on the screen for. For 
obvious reasons we cannot put an entire monologue in a simple frame, so the translators are also 
limited in what they can fit into the translation. “Tradition had it that the best practice should be 
based on the so-called ‘6 second rule’, whereby two full lines of around 35 characters each can be 
comfortable read in six seconds.” (Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 344-345). The ‘6 second 
rule’ is a reasonable discourse, although Cintas goes on discussing whether or not it is to 
underestimate the viewer, as people have now become more used to reading small texts faster, 
because of the use of smart phones, tablets and so on (Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 345). 
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Subtitles are created by people with numerous skills. Not only do they have to have full knowledge 
of the two languages with which they are working, but they must also have a knack for timing and 
digital aesthetics. Their responsibility is to recreate the source-text in a completely different form, 
than the original, and this means cutting a lot of important elements (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 
211). This of course, gives the viewer of the target-text a good reason to be critical or even sceptical 
of the final result. This leads us to our motivation for doing this project, which was the articles 
commenting on the poor quality of the subtitles on Netflix. However, it would be interesting to look 
at Family Guy on Netflix, with the difficulties of the translators’ work in mind. 
 
One is apt to assume that subtitles often are closer to the original source-text than dubbing, because 
dubbing has some other restrictions. The voice and speech for example, must fit the movements and 
speed of the actor or character’s mouth, and therefore the dialogue sometimes has to change. The 
translators however, of course strive to give the same message as the original, which will often result 
in a very different target-text than the original (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 219). However, even 
though this might be the case with dubbing, Gottlieb goes on to explain how subtitling can also have 
negative features in its goal of interpreting the original message: 
 
“Paradoxically, from a semiotic point of view, subtitling - although retaining the original 
soundtrack and thus creating a more authentic impression than dubbing - is less authentic 
than dubbing. Subtitling constitutes a fundamental break with the semiotic structure of sound 
film by re-introducing the translation mode of the silent movies, i.e. written signs, as an 
additional layer of information. Technically speaking, subtitling is a supplementary mode of 
translation.” (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 236). 
 
Gottlieb explains that subtitles cannot be done without a certain amount of semantic reduction, 
meaning information loss, which leads us to the point that subtitles are never fully authentic. 
However, as mentioned earlier, because viewers today are more advanced in their reading speed as a 
result of the influence of using mediums such as TV, smartphones and tablets, they usually tend to 
put together the “missing parts” themselves. Furthermore, elements such as slang, cursing and 
repetition is often overlooked by the translators, as a more formal version is usually desired in the 
target-text (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 231-232). 
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Another important reduction to look for is the quantitative reduction, which usually occurs for 
grammatical reasons. As English and Danish obviously have different grammatical structures and 
systems, it automatically creates an obstacle, when translating clauses. This does not mean that a 
relatively literal translation is impossible, but it often means that verbs or other word classes are 
required to be moved around, in order to make sense in the target-text (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 
235). 
An example of this type of quantitative reduction could look like this: 
 
Source-text Danish translation Literal translation 
When doing a translation of a given 
source-text, one tends to shorten or 
slightly alter the original text, in order 
to make it sound better in the 
translated target-text. 
Når man oversætter en tekst, 
forkorter eller ændre man 
den ofte, for at oversættelsen 
skal lyde bedre 
When one translates a text, 
shorten or change one it 
often for to the translation 
must sound better. 
 
The example above is inspired by an example given by Gottlieb on quantitative reduction (Gottlieb 
in Schjoldager, 2008: 234) 
This kind of reduction does not however result in semantic losses or in other words, losses of meaning. 
It occurs because the target-text would not make sense as a literal translation (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 
2008: 234).  
 
In short, subtitling does not guarantee a perfect translation of the source-text, in this case Family Guy. 
All in all the final result of the target-text is basically and fundamentally up to the individual 
translator, as Gottlieb says: 
 
“Still, the role of the translator is central. The measurable importance of semiotic structures 
notwithstanding, the style and talents of the individual translator will always play a key role 
in shaping the translated text.” (Gottlieb in Schjoldager, 2008: 243) 
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The Skopos Theory  
The Skopos is basically the aim of the target-text (Schjoldager, 2008: 153). It is a theory created by 
Hans J. Vermeer and a group of translators during the 1970’s and can be categorised as theoretical 
translation studies, useful for students who wish to understand translation (Schjoldager, 2008: 151). 
In many ways it changed the previous perception of translation, which had mainly been source-text 
orientated. In other words, it helps us to see that there are other approaches to translation than the 
source-text oriented one and it asks the question: What and who is the source-text meant for and what 
and who is the target-text for, meaning there is a different point to the two texts. In the case of Family 
Guy, the skopos of the source-text is basically to make a satire of the well-known American sitcom, 
using countless cultural references and the skopos of the target-text is for the receivers to understand 
the basic dialogue as well as the humorous references. The point of the theory is that the source-text 
can be translated in a number of different ways and the skopos will help decide which one is most 
appropriate (Schjoldager, 2008: 152). This way it gives a new meaning to translation as it takes more 
than the linguistic aspects into account and therefore gives the translators more options. Because of 
all of the other aspects this theory takes into account, it suggests the importance of the fact that 
translation should be done by experts and not just people who speak two languages perfectly. 
Linguistic knowledge is simply not enough when working with a target-text oriented translation in 
addition to subtitling. A knowledge of the culture and norms of the given source- and target-text 
receivers is equally important. 
 
There are several basic rules of this theory, but the most important, basic and relevant for our study 
is The Skopos Rule, which gives a clear message to the translator, that the target-text should be 
produced so it serves a given purpose. A translation can easily have more than one skopos. In our 
case, with Family Guy, the skoposes could for example be that the target-text should be both a direct 
one as well as being able to transform the humour, which is so evident in the source-text (Schjoldager, 
2008: 154). According to Vermeer the source-text should not be seen as a strict guideline for what 
the target-text should look like, it should be more of a suggestion as to, which direction the target-
text could go, and how it could look, because the source-text does not in itself give the translator the 
answers to how to do the translation at hand (Schjoldager, 2008: 159). This means that the translator 
must rely on a certain amount of creativity when facing a translation that cannot be directly translated 
into the target-text. Furthermore, there is the subject of Loyalty, which applies both to the source-text 
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and to the target-text receivers. This is a case of ethics, which suggests that the translation should be 
suitable for both source-text culture and target-text culture. This is perhaps more relevant when the 
translation is between two cultures that are fundamentally different and have no contact with each 
other what so ever. Nevertheless, it remains relevant for us, as Family Guy is such a culturally coded 
series where everything basically is a reference to the American culture (Schjoldager, 2008: 159). It 
cannot be avoided of course, when working this way with a translation that some aspects and 
information in the source-text is left out in the target-text, or perhaps replaced with something more 
suitable to the target-text receivers. 
 
Macrostrategies 
Macro of course refers to the “larger” picture so to speak, so when talking about macrostrategies, we 
are talking about the whole text and what our aim and skopos is in the translation (Schjoldager,2008: 
67). Before the translators start their actual translation, they must make some basic decisions as to 
whom or what their target-text is for. In other words, they must choose a macrostrategy. 
Macrostrategies determine for whom the translation is oriented. In order to give an overview over the 
two main macrostrategies, we are going to use Schjoldager’s Model of Macrostrategies: 
 
Source-text oriented macrostrategies Target-text oriented macrostrategies 
Focus on source-text form and content Focus on target-text effect 
Communication of somebody else’s 
communication 
Mediation between primary parties in a 
communication 
Overt translation Covert translation 
 
(Schjoldager, 2008: 72) 
 
The table above is a good tool to understand the difference between these two macrostrategies, but as 
translation is sometimes a rather ambiguous dimension, these strategies will now be further explained. 
The source-text oriented macrostrategy is a strategy useful if one’s aim or “skopos” is to stay very 
true or close to the source-text. It functions as a communicative tool, meaning the source-text is not 
changed in the target-text, because the target-text is not produced in order to “please” the target-text 
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receivers. It is produced to give a factual and informative translation of the source-text (Schjoldager, 
2008: 74-78). The source-text orientated macrostrategy can also be described as an Overt translation. 
The overt translation requires an audience who has a certain amount of knowledge of the cultural 
background of the source-text. So when looking at overt subtitles the audience would have to 
understand parts of the original source-text to get a full understanding of it. This could be the spoken 
word or the visual aspect, perhaps we know what is going on, on the screen but do not understand 
what the characters are saying, or the other way around (Schjoldager, 2008: 30-32). All in all we need 
to have some understanding of the source-text. As we are looking at Family Guy, we will have to 
look for moments where the visual text is not fully comprehensive, and therefore not necessarily 
understood in the target-text, or perhaps for places where the spoken word is simply not translated in 
the subtitles.  
 
The target-text oriented macrostrategy is useful when the translator’s aim is to create a target-text, 
which serves the same semantic effect as the source-text. These kinds of translation can especially be 
seen in mediums, where the message of the text is the most important part. By using this 
macrostrategy, the translator adjusts the text, so it fits the target-text audience or culture. By doing 
this, the target-text looses all signs of the fact that it is a translation, as it looks like it could easily 
have been an original text. This indicates that the translation is Covert. The covert translation is 
targeted at an audience who would not necessarily even know that they were looking at a translation. 
For example if they are reading a book that has been translated into Danish from English or watching 
a dubbed movie. In this case, all the relevant information is given in the target-text, and therefore we 
need not know anything about the background of the original source-text (Schjoldager, 2008: 30-32). 
If the subtitles for Family Guy are covert it would mean that the translation is done, so that we do not 
need to hear the sound of the source-text, because all the relevant information is given to us via the 
subtitles, and no semantic reduction occurs.  
 
Microstrategies 
Schjoldager introduces the notion of microstrategies as a useful tool, if you want to get the full 
understanding of a translation and do a thorough analysis of a translator’s work. When analysing our 
two sets of subtitles from Family Guy, we have to look into which microstrategies were used, in order 
to understand the motives behind their use. It is likely, that a lot of different strategies have been taken 
into account, as a translation of this type requires more than a word for word translation. The point is 
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that had the subtitles been written only as a word for word translation, the result would have been an 
exact copy of the source-text, apart from the fact that it would become intralingual. This is because 
of the differences in mode, translating from spoken into written language. In order to avoid this, 
different strategies are employed, these are explained below as defined by Schjoldager (Schjoldager, 
2008: 92-112).  
Here Schjoldager has gathered definitions through several other theorists’ work as well as her own. 
Below is an overview of Schjoldager’s taxonomy of microstrategies with examples from our 
transcriptions of Family Guy. 
 
The first microstrategy listed is Direct transfer, which transfers from the source-text to the target-
text without making changes to it at all.  
Source-text Netflix Target-text Translation Microstrategy 
Bonnie & Lois at the 
same time: 
– Quagmire! 
– Quagmire! 
Bonnie & Lois at the same 
time: 
– Quagmire! 
– Quagmire! 
Direct Transfer 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:00:52, Netflix). 
 
Calque transfers the structure of a source-text element but instead of one specific word, it transfers a 
phrase or an expression.  
Source-text Netflix Target-text Translation Microstrategy 
Quagmire: 
– And go have sex wıth 
Quagmire! 
Quagmire: 
– Og have sex med Quagmire. 
Calque 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:00:51, Netflix). 
 
Direct translation is what we would call a word-for-word translation often using linguistic 
equivalents. The major difference between calque and direct translation is that sometimes calque can 
35 
 
lead to translations that do not make sense or seem strange in their construction. This is not the case 
with direct translation.  
 
 
 
Source-text  DR Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Child: 
– yeah what do you want 
shrimp? 
A kid: 
– Hvad vil du, reje? 
Direct translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:50, DR). 
 
The Oblique translation is slightly different as it is more free in its target result. The goal is still to 
get the most accurate translation, meaning that it attempts to translate as many elements from the 
original as possible, but the translator is more in charge of the use of words in the target-text and is 
not limited in the same way as when using the aforementioned microstrategies. In other words oblique 
translation aims at translating the sense for sense rather than word for word covering only the meaning 
of a source-text item.   
Source-text Netflix Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Loıs: 
– But of course Bonnie. 
I’d love to help! 
Lois: 
– Selvfølgelig. Jeg vil gerne 
hjælpe. 
Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:01, Netflix). 
 
Explicitation makes implicit information from the source-text explicit in the target-text, meaning this 
strategy aims to make the meaning or information more clear and to create cohesion in the text. This 
microstrategy is not present in our source-text.  
Paraphrase strategy is more free in its translation of source-text meaning and can be compared to 
condensation.  
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Source-text Netflix Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Joe: 
– Well, its no picnic. 
Unless your version of a 
picnic is being the 
basket. 
Joe: 
– Det er ikke lutter lagkage. 
Med mindre det er en kage af 
beton. 
Paraphrase 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:06:40, Netflix). 
 
Condensation means that the meaning of the source-text is translated but it is shortened, this can 
lead to explicit source-text information being made implicit but this is not always the case.  
Source-text DR Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Stewie: 
– Well Brian I thought 
about what you said at 
the park and I have 
decided that you are 
right. I have gone soft. I 
have lost my sadistic 
streak. So I’ve built a 
concentrated neural 
enhancement device, 
designed to boost my 
evil side. Alright, shall 
we take this thing for a 
spin? Now, when I say 
so, hit that button. Okay. 
Hit it! 
Stewie: 
– Du havde ret før. 
Jeg er blevet blødsøden, 
så jeg 
har bygget en 
neuralforstærker 
som skal styrke min onde 
side. 
Skal vi lige prøve den? 
Når jeg siger til, 
så tryk på knappen. 
Okay. Nu! 
Condensation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:03:41, DR). 
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Adaptation translates the effect of a source-text item and may focus on a single aspect of the source-
text item while ignoring others. Adaptation is similar to oblique translation and paraphrase but is 
more creative and tends to be used to replace cultural references or presuppositions in covert 
translations (Schjoldager, 2008: 103). Covert translation will be covered later in this chapter.  
Source-text DR Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Joe: 
– Come in. Drop it 
creapo! Don’t move 
Catherine Deneuve! 
Freezerıno, Paul 
Sorvıno! 
Joe: 
– Kom ind. 
Smid den, svin! 
Du skal ikke løbe, 
Catherine Deneuve. 
Du er et svino, Paul 
Sorvino. 
Adaptation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:02:50, DR). 
 
Addition “Addition means that the translator adds a unit of meaning to the target text. The difference 
between this and explicitation is [...] that this unit of meaning cannot be inferred from the source-text 
itself.” (Schjoldager, 2008: 104-105).  
Source-text DR Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Meg: 
– This is my school. 
Meg: 
– Det er jo min skole. 
Addition 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:07:02, DR). 
 
Substitution means that the semantic meaning of the source-text is changed. However if this change 
leads to the text being rewritten one is by definition no longer looking at a microstrategy, but a 
macrostrategy.  
Source-text Netflix Target-text translation Microstrategy 
[...] you’re losing [...] du er ved at miste din Substitution 
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your edge. snært. 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:02:31, Netflix). 
Deletion means that some units in the source-text have been removed from the target-text completely, 
unlike in condensation where the item is still implicitly present.  
Source-text DR Target-text translation Microstrategy 
Lois: 
– Meg, sweetıe? 
Meg: 
– Yea mom? 
Loıs: 
– Bonnıe wants you to 
look after Suzie and Joe 
while she’s out of town. 
Lois: 
– Meg, Bonnie vil have 
dig til 
at se til Susie og Joe. 
Deletion 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:13, DR). 
 
The final microstrategy listed by Schjoldager is Permutation, which is utilised when the translator 
cannot get an effect or unit to fit in its position from the source-text, usually because of linguistic or 
stylistic reasons, and places it in a different place in the target-text. Permutation is, according to 
Schjoldager, mostly used in literary translation, but this microstrategy is not present in our source-
text.  
 
To sum it up… 
In the chapter above, we have given an introduction to the theory of translation, which we have chosen 
to use in this project. As we are aiming to analyse other people’s translations, we needed a toolset 
and some fundamental terminological knowledge to do so. Schjoldager’s taxonomy of 
microstrategies gave us a very useful toolset for our analysis, as it provided us with a way of 
academically describing what we saw happening between the source- and the target-texts. To get a 
full understanding of our target-texts, we felt it equally important to have an understanding of the 
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working process which translating is, and that led us to the skopos theory, which created a good 
picture of how translation has gone from being more source-text oriented to the wider and more 
creative field it is today. The theory outlined above will be used to analyse the two target-texts in the 
10 minutes from Family Guy, season 9, episode 14. We will compare the two target-texts to each 
other as well as to the source-text in order to find traces of the theory above and how it is executed. 
Analysis 
Typology of Humour 
In this section, we will outline a typology of the different types of humour, which we have come 
across in the first 10 minutes of episode 14, season 9 of Family Guy that this project revolves around. 
The typology consists of eight types of humour, which all have different characteristics.    
These types are of course only what we have been able to locate in our 10 minutes. Had we been 
analysing an entire episode, we might have found more but the fact that we have been able to locate 
eight different types, tells us something about how important humour is in Family Guy. The different 
types will then be analysed mainly in consideration of Ross’ book about the language of humour and 
Schjoldager’s theory about the understanding of translation.  
 
Humour Type 1: Culturally coded  
It is necessary for the audience to know something about the culture of the source-text in order to 
understand the jokes. This type of humour usually draws references to cultural aspects such as 
celebrities, expressions or pop-culture.  
 
Humour Type 2: Puns  
This type of humour focusses on puns or word plays, which are constituent parts that cannot be 
understood separately.  
 
Humour Type 3: Internal universe knowledge 
The audience is required to know something about the internal universe in Family Guy in order to 
understand the humour. In other words, it is necessary for the audience to have knowledge about the 
plot, characters and their motives. 
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Humour Type 4: The element of surprise  
Humour, which deals with unexpected happenings in specific scenes. In other words, elements that 
do not fit into the given situation or context, which surprises the audience.  
 
Humour Type 5: Incongruity  
Humour is created because the spoken word does not make sense in the given situation. Incongruity 
can create misunderstandings if the intention behind the utterance does not correspond with the 
expected outcome.  
 
Humour Type 6: Politeness 
The situation in the scene makes a sudden change from being polite to impolite. We are aware that 
other theorists use these terms. We however have chosen to define them in our own way, as a way of 
describing the change in a formal situation to a new situation, which is completely out of context. 
 
Humour Type 7: Taboo  
Humour pushes the boundaries of norms, which are unspoken. This episode of Family Guy focuses 
on this humour type in particular, as the plot centres the character Joe, who is a paraplegic. A lot of 
the humour is drawn from this. 
 
Humour Type 8: Visuals 
Humour is purely visual and non-verbal. The reason why we have included this type in the typology, 
is because the visuals has an importance, in order not to misinterpret humour in this series. The fact 
that Family Guy is an animated TV series suggest the importance of the visual aspect, in itself. 
 
Translation of Humour 
In the typology above, we have outlined the different types of humour, which are evident in our 10-
minute piece of Family Guy. There is hardly a scene without one or two of these types. The question 
is how the translators at Netflix and DR have coped with the translation of all these types of humour. 
What this chapter will intend to do, is look at our two target-texts and see how each of them have 
coped with their translation of humour, but also how they differ and what effect that difference 
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creates. This way of analysing can maybe give us a clue to what skoposes the translators have worked 
under, and by that, perhaps come close to a conclusion, as to which extend they have succeeded.  
We would like to make it clear that we are not aiming to state whether these translations are “good” 
or “bad” through this analysis. We are simply explaining how the translations are done and what 
effect is given. It is hard to conclude whether a given translation is good or not, it depends very much 
on the skopos of the translators and the eyes of the receiver. As Daniel Gouadec explained here: “The 
basic idea is that the quality of the transaction is “good” if and when both the provider and provide 
are satisfied with the translation provision process and, of course, its result. The stronger assumption 
is that, if the translator follows strict relevant procedures, this will reduce the risk of non-quality.” 
(Gouadec in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 270) The receivers’ reaction to the finished target-text 
therefore depends on what they are expecting. 
The basic tools we are going to use in our analysis are Schjoldager’s taxonomy of microstrategies, 
which we gave a description of in our theory section in the beginning of the rapport. As a way of 
collecting data, we have been looking at 10 minutes of Family Guy in season 9, episode 14 and have 
written three different transcriptions of the source-text, the DR subtitles and the Netflix subtitles. 
After this we collected them all in two tables, which gave us the opportunity to go through the two 
target-texts separately and see how they had been translated (See appendix 1+2). This gave us the 
numbers of the microstrategies that occurred in the transcriptions, and from these numbers we have 
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been able to create a table of bars to show how they have been used in DR and Netflix’s subtitles, 
which can be seen below as well as in appendix 3. 
 
As is evident in this table, there is a big difference in the use of oblique translation in the two target-
texts where Netflix uses this strategy more than twice as much as DR. DR however uses a lot of 
deletion, which Netflix does not use at all.  
It is important to mention, that even though Schjoldager’s taxonomy has proved useful in our analysis, 
it does contain slight faults, which occasionally made the process problematic. It is in many ways 
ambiguous, as we discovered that it is sometimes hard, or even impossible, to simply choose one 
micro strategy for one subtitle. Sometimes it is a matter of discussion, as a subtitle can contain more 
than one sentence, which can therefore be translated with quite a different strategy in mind. An 
example of this could be from the very first scene in the episode: 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
0
18
35
53
70
88
DR Netflix
Bars over the use of microstrategies 
Direct Transfer Calque Direct Translation Oblique Translation Paraphrase
Condensation Adaptation Addition Substitution Deletion
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Source-text: 
Quagmire: 
– Oh shucks, you 
can't blame a guy 
for trying. 
Gıggetı gıggetı 
gıggetı! 
DR:  
Quagmire: 
Det var da et 
forsøg værd. 
Netflix: 
Quagmire: 
– Man har vel lov at 
forsøge. 
Giggiti-giggiti-
giggiti! 
Microstrategies: 
Calque 
”Man har vel lov at  
forsøge.” 
Direct transfer 
” Giggiti-giggiti-giggiti!” 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:00:55, Netflix). 
 
Here Netflix chose to do a more elaborate translation of the source-text, and because of this, the 
strategy becomes ambiguous. One might say it was a direct translation, however the fact that Netflix 
chose to integrate the line “Giggiti-giggiti-giggiti!” in their subtitles, which is a direct transfer, tells 
us something important about what Netflix wants the target-text receivers to understand. So because 
of this ambiguity, which we have come across in Schjoldager’s theory, we have chosen to apply more 
than one strategy to some subtitles if we felt that it would not make sense to leave it out. This of 
course, will be further explained in the following analysis. 
 
Before we start the actual analysis with the help of the typology, we have to consider how the actual 
subtitles appear on the screen, as this too is an important aspect of the final result. Subtitles as we 
commonly know them, are placed at the bottom of the screen and appear synchronised with the sound 
of the source-text (Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 344). However, with the progress of 
technology different computer programs have made it possible to adjust the subtitles in different 
ways, in terms of placement and colour. The purpose of these adjustments is to make it look better or 
create a better effect on screen (Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 347-348). The way the 
subtitles are presented on screen is important to how the target-text viewers receive them. On Netflix, 
the subtitles are yellow and free-floating, meaning that they have no incorporated background to 
them. They also move around the screen when the credits are on, in order to give the viewer an 
opportunity to read the credits of the series. On DR, the subtitles never move regardless of the credits, 
which are hidden behind them. They are white with a black incorporated background, and would 
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appear to many as the standard form of subtitles. What we will now look into, is how these visually 
different subtitles really do differ in their translations and what effects are brought on by this. 
 
Humour Type 1: (Cultural) 
A lot of the humour in Family Guy tends to draw on cultural references to create a humorous effect. 
To translate this type of humour, one would tend to think that adaptation is the most obvious choice. 
However, this strategy can create other problems, which will be elaborated further down. We do 
however, all know the difficulties of this kind of translation; if for example we are required to translate 
a Danish phrase or expression into English. What we usually discover is that it can be quite 
impossible. How for instance, would you translate “Slå katten af tønden” into English? This is 
impossible without describing the cultural background of the action that is hitting the barrel with the 
bat at Fastelavn, unless perhaps you alter your words and by that uses a strategy in order to create the 
same meaning. 
 
The Rachel Maddow joke 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Source-text: 
Loıs:  
– Oh ah Ya 
know.. We were 
talking about 
pretty people and 
I said Rachel 
Maddow and she 
kinda took the 
baton from there 
and said Meg 
Griffin. 
DR: 
Lois: 
– Vi talte bare om 
smukke 
mennesker. 
Jeg nævnte 
Rachel Maddow,  
og så sagde hun 
Meg Griffin. 
Netflix: 
Lois: 
– Jo ... Du ved ... 
Vi talte om smukke 
mennesker. 
Og jeg sagde Mia 
Hundvin 
og så tog hun den 
derfra 
og sagde Meg Griffin. 
DR subtitles: Oblique translation 
 
 
Netflix subtitles: Oblique 
translation/Adaptation 
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(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:19, Netflix). 
 
As seen in the example above, DR and Netflix have chosen to translate this subtitle in slightly 
different ways, DR’s being a bit shorter than Netflix’s. They are both oblique translations, which 
means that they are both aiming at getting the sense and meaning through in the translation, rather 
than a strict word-for-word translation (Schjoldager, 2008: 97). This can however create a translation 
that looks slightly different from what we hear in the source-text and can be executed in different 
ways, depending on the translator. This is why we see a difference in DR’s and Netflix’s subtitles. 
As apposed to DR, Netflix chose to use adaptation in this case, which is something commonly seen 
when dealing with this type of humour. As mentioned above, to understand this type of humour, the 
text receiver must have some fundamental knowledge of the source-text culture. In this case the joke 
revolves around the political analyst Rachel Maddow who is famous for her TV show on MSNBC 
called The Rachel Maddow Show, where she discusses and debates the biggest political and otherwise 
noteworthy events of the day. Besides that, Maddow is also homosexual and lives openly with her 
partner, Susan Mikula (HP22). DR in fact chooses to use direct transfer in this section, as Rachel 
Maddow’s name is not changed in the subtitles, but on Netflix they have changed the name to Mia 
Hundvin. Mia Hundvin is a Norwegian handball player, who is known for her previous marriage to 
the Danish handball player Camilla Andersen (HP24). By changing Maddow to Hundvin, Netflix 
assumes that it would be easier for the Danish viewers to understand Lois’ line, by giving them a 
reference, which matches Rachel Maddow. This translation micro strategy is called adaptation, and 
means just that - we adapt the references of the source-text culture, to a reference to the target-text 
culture. The fact that these women are both homosexual is the most important fact here. Another 
interesting viewpoint is the fact that The Rachel Maddow Show mainly has an adult audience and 
Mia Hundvin has not played handball since 2006. Meg is a young teenager, and the fact that the 
references are of two women who might not be easily recognised by her generation is important. This 
creates confusion for Meg, and only we as an audience understand the humour. The humour of course 
lies in comparing Meg to these lesbian and outdated women. 
When looking specifically at the source-text, the humorous aspect about the joke is also that Lois lies 
to her daughter about looking like a model. Throughout the whole series Meg is degraded by everyone 
around her as they do not find her attractive. The humour therefore lies in the irony in Lois comparing 
her to a lesbian TV-host instead of a model. This irony can be difficult for the audience to decode.  
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As Ross mentions, irony is a form of humour that is very vulnerable to misunderstandings. It is a 
form that uses a “[…] language of a different or opposite tendency.” (Ross, 1998: 50). If the audience 
does not decode the irony of the joke and does not know who Rachel Maddow is, they would probably 
not find the joke as funny. As Orwell quotes in Ross “The aim of a joke is not to degrade the human 
being, but to remind him that he is already degraded.” (Orwell in Ross, 1998: 51). In the line above, 
Lois is degrading Meg without her knowing that she is being degraded. The quote refers to the idea 
that someone is being degraded, this is also an idea that the audience might have about Meg. It is 
reminding them that she is already degraded by everyone in the series. 
If the audience does not know Rachel Maddow, they would probably react the same way as Meg and 
believe that Lois really compares her to a model. This might degrade the audience as well because of 
their lack of knowledge. The lack of knowledge can result in ambiguity, which is necessary to 
understand in order for the audience to find the joke funny. Ambiguity concerning the meaning of an 
utterance can arise when there is a gap between the sense and the force of the utterance, which in this 
case results in irony. Misunderstandings can occur, when there is doubt about the way an utterance 
should be interpreted (Ross, 1998: 39). Here the DR subtitles gives us a good example of the audience 
being degraded alongside Meg, as they have used direct transfer and not changed Rachel Maddow’s 
name. This way the audience has no chance of knowing who Lois is referring to, and thereby 
overlooks the irony of the utterance.  
 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Stewie:  
– Me? What did I do? 
You're the one going 
all Michael Hutchence 
over here. 
Stewie: 
– Det er da dig,  
der leger Michael 
Hutchence. 
Stewie: 
– Hvad har jeg gjort? 
Du leger selv Michael  
Hutchence. 
 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique 
translation  
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:19, Netflix). 
 
Another cultural reference could be in the scene where Brian is almost chocked to dead because Evil 
Stewie tries to strangle him to death in his collar. In order to understand the joke in the example 
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above, the audience need to know who Michael Hutchence is. As mentioned previous, Brian is almost 
chocked to death which is a perfect reference to Michael Hutchence, who committed suicide by 
hanging himself with his belt in a hotel room (HP30). The fact that Brian is strangled in his collar, 
makes a very direct reference to this. This is again a sign of the characteristic which Family Guy has, 
namely the one of a somewhat provocative nature. The reference to Michael Hutchence gives the 
audience something to compare the scene with, which presumably has an effect on the humour in this 
scene, although some might find the reference offensive, as hanging oneself is a horrible scenario. 
This example can be compared to the example with Rachel Maddow above, but as Netflix has chosen 
to use adaptation in the subtitles, they have decided to use oblique in this example. It is interesting to 
look at why the translators use adaptation when translating Rachel Maddow, and do not use this 
strategy when translating this example. One might think that the use of strategy could have something 
to do with the fact that the reference to Michael Hutchence is real life event, which actually took 
place. Had they chosen to translate this using adaptation as their microstrategy, they would have to 
find a similar example, of a Danish person who had died in a similar way. This would not only be 
very difficult, but could perhaps create other problems, as questions of ethics and morals might arise. 
Family Guy is known for being provocative and for sometimes crossing the line, but if a Danish 
person was suddenly brought into the line of fire in the target-text, it might seem worse, as the target-
text culture might react differently to a reference like this, as the source-text culture. The example 
about Rachel Maddow is a bias one, but does not touch on ethical subjects. These are often easier to 
adapt into a target-text, as they do not risk to offend the audience.  
 
          
Stewie assembles the riffle 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Stewie:  
– Oh just a few 
moments of your 
time? Hang on. 
Let me just get 
this little guy 
Stewie: 
– Det tager bare et 
øjeblik. 
Lad mig få samlet 
den lille fyr. 
Stewie: 
– Bare lidt af din tid. 
Vent lige. 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation and 
Condensation 
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assembled. 
(humming)Di de 
di de de de de 
dide do. So 
where are you 
from? 
Hvor kommer du 
fra? 
Lad mig lige få 
samlet den her lille 
fyr. 
Hvor er du fra? 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:01:44, Netflix). 
 
In the example above, we see what we might call a vague reference to something, perhaps mostly 
evident to fans of the Hollywood movie industry. The baby of the Griffin family, Stewie starts 
assembling a big rifle in front of the child who has just ruined his sandcastle. The situation is quite 
grotesque as we see an infant assembling this big riffle, clearly, about to shoot the child in front of 
him, and all the while he is calmly making small talk about where the child is from. Stewie’s 
behaviour here can be a reference to the way gangsters in Hollywood movies are often represented, 
in movies such as Pulp Fiction, The Godfather and Scarface. Stewie can then be compared to famous 
characters such as Michael Corleone, Jules Winnfield or Tony Montana. As we can see, the source-
text draws on more than just the spoken word. Stewie’s happy humming and the visual aspect of him 
assembling the riffle, are just as important to the humorous aspect of the scene as the spoken word, if 
not more so. In both cases of these translations, the translators have chosen to use oblique translation. 
However, what stands out when looking at the two subtitles next to each other, is the fact that Netflix 
in this case uses condensation. The line “just a few moments of your time” is translated into “vent 
lige” and by doing this, the target-text is made shorter and more focused on, which message the 
translator wishes to give to the target-text receiver. The trouble with condensation however is that the 
vague references as mentioned above, become less clear and if you only read the subtitles, you may 
not understand what type of character Stewie really is. This type of translation can be described as 
overt, as the audience is required to have some sort of understanding of the source-text (Schjoldager, 
2008: 30-31).   
The humorous part could be the expectations the audience has about the plot of the scene. The fact 
that the plot does not work out as expected because Stewie’s riffle backfires might create laughter. 
According to Ross, the literal downfall of other people, has created an urge to laugh, which could 
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explain the popularity of the various “slipping-on-a-banana” scenarios (Ross, 1998: 51). In this scene, 
the cultural reference has an importance but the audience is not required to know about it to find the 
scene funny because of the literal downfall of Stewie.  
If the audience knows about the cultural reference, they might find the incongruity between the 
situation and the dialogue humorous as well. The dialogue does not fit with what is happening in the 
scene. Stewie assembles a riffle while humming and making small talk in a calm way. The kind of 
register of language that Stewie uses during this scene could be the intimate style, from Joos’ five-
point scale for the degrees of formality for the different styles of speaking and writing, when he asks 
the boy where he is from. There is an incongruity between the dialogue and the situation and it might 
be humorous to the audience because it is unexpected and inappropriate for the situation.  
 
Patrick Stewart as Baby Susie 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Baby Susie: 
– This is Patrick 
Stewart. How are 
you liking the 
program so far? 
Baby Susie: 
– Dette er Patrick 
Stewart. 
Synes I om 
programmet? 
Baby Susie: 
– Dette er Patrick 
Stewart. 
Kan I lide 
programmet indtil 
videre? 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Calque  
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:08:28, Netflix). 
 
In this example we see the clear difference between an oblique translation and calque. Netflix’s 
translation is calque, as it is very close to a direct translation, but because of the difference in the 
order of words, the translators have had to change the sentence in order to adjust it to the Danish word 
placement. The joke in this small unit is of course the fact that the thoughts of Joe and Bonnie’s baby 
Susie, is voiced by the very distinguished British actor, Sir Patrick Stewart (HP1). This scene could 
be unexpected to the audience. The example is addressed directly to the audience so they, in a way, 
become a part of the series and the humour within it. The humorous aspect in this scene is how the 
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series uses Patrick Stewart out of context. The audience probably expects Susie to have a baby voice 
with a vocabulary that is not as developed, which is an incongruity. Humour is created via a conflict 
between what is expected and what actually occurs – this creates an ambiguity that is misleading to 
the audience (Ross, 1998: 8).  
 
Legonade 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Joe:  
– Yeah, ya know, 
it's like we 
handicapped 
people say: 
"When life ruins 
your legs, you 
just gotta make 
legonade. 
Joe: 
– Ja. Når livet 
ødelægger ens 
ben,  
skal man lave 
'benonade'. 
Joe: 
– Ja, som vi 
handicappede siger... 
”Når livet ødelægger 
ens ben,  
må man bare lave 
benonade.” 
DR: Deletion - adaptation 
“benonade” 
 
Netflix: Oblique/Direct translation 
- adaptation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:06:41, Netflix). 
 
This is an example of the difficulties, which lie in translating sayings into another language where 
this saying is not known or used. Here we are dealing with the saying “when life gives you lemons, 
make lemonade” which is an American expression that we do not have in Danish. The translators 
here meet yet another obstacle, as they are not only translating the saying, but a word-play or “Pun” 
inside this saying. The word “Legonade” obviously plays on the word “Lemonade” and the fact that 
Joe is paraplegic. Both DR and Netflix choose a more or less direct translation in this example, and 
to make the word-play work in the target language, they have also both used adaptation with the word 
“Legonade” which then becomes “Benonade”. Interestingly enough, DR has chosen to use deletion, 
as an important line; “Yeah, ya know, it’s like we handicapped people say:…” is completely ignored, 
and that line is important as it also says something about Joe’s attitude towards his condition. It can 
however be discussed whether or not the Netflix translation is oblique or direct, as it is almost 
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identical to the source-text, but not quite. Joe himself is a paraplegic, so the audience might not find 
the wordplay as offensive as they would if it was Meg who made it. The humorous part regarding the 
wordplay, is the way a cultural reference, as a possibly commonly used wordplay, should be seen as 
the way handicapped people should see the positive side of life. The wordplay Joe uses can also be 
compared to idioms that are “[…] groups of words that should be regarded as a single unit, as their 
meaning cannot be worked out from the constituent parts.” (Ross, 1998: 18). The words make sense 
in the context and not individually or out of context. 
 
Humour type 2: (Puns) 
Gay-rage joke 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Stewie:  
– It just needs a 
few adjustments 
that’s all. Come 
on help me get 
some of Peters 
tools out of the 
gay-rage. 
Stewie: 
– Den skal bare 
justeres. 
Hjælp mig med  
at hente noget af 
Peters værktøj. 
Stewie: 
– Den skal bare 
justeres. 
Hjælp mig med at få 
noget  
af Peters udstyr ud af 
gay-ragen. 
DR: Oblique and Deletion. “Gay-
rage” is left out, which is the pun 
of this scene, and therefore 
important.  
 
Netflix: Oblique translation/Direct 
Transfer  
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:04:35, Netflix). 
 
As we move on to the next humour type, we start with this example of Stewie’s word-play of the 
word “garage”. The word in itself is an easy target for puns, as there are many different ways of 
pronouncing the word. The British and Americans both have different ways of pronouncing the word, 
and the fact that Stewie is already speaking British English makes it funny that he is the one making 
the joke. “Gay-rage” of course also draws on the humour in making fun of a specific group of people. 
According to Ross, social class groups are often the target of humour (Ross, 1998: 54). In this case 
Stewie is representing a specific British high social-class through his use of an accent. Furthermore, 
the word “gay-rage” is a degradation of homosexuals. Gay-rage is what we would call the pun in this 
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scene and what is supposed to be funny. With this in mind, it is interesting to see how DR has chosen 
to do their subtitles, as they have left the word out completely. Therefore the subtitle in itself is not 
funny at all and loses the effect, which the source-text had initially intended. Netflix however, has in 
this case used direct transfer and taken the word “gay-rage” directly from the source-text into the 
target-text. It is interesting that the translators have not chosen to use adaptation, and changed the 
word completely, but this would in all likelihood have been impossible without changing the meaning 
or sense of the scene completely. This translation is clearly overt as the target-text receivers has to 
know the meaning of the word “gay” to understand the pun. 
 
The audience might find this pun funny because Stewie is the only member of the family with a 
British accent and the way he says “gay-rage” indicates his marked accent. The pun could be 
compared to the 'the co-operative principle' (Ross, 1998: 7-8), which is important when investigating 
the different ways of using language.  
If the communication is not clear, but ambiguous in some way, misunderstandings or 
misinterpretations could arise. These misunderstandings could arise if the audience does not 
understand what Stewie means by “gay-rage”. Not all people intend to laugh at jokes about less 
powerful social groups, because they find them offensive (Ross, 1998: 55). The understanding of a 
word like “gay-rage” can create an incongruity. This incongruity that occurs might create the 
humorous part in a joke because it has two different meanings or interpretations of the same word 
(Ross, 1998: 9). You cannot say that gay-rage is either a homophone or a homonym. The pun is not 
spelled the same way as “garage” and does not have the same pronunciation, although the meaning 
is the same. 
 
Humour type 3: (Internal Universe Knowledge) 
Joe: “You’re welcome” 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Joe:  
– You’re 
welcome. […] 
Joe: 
– Det var så lidt.  
Joe: 
– Selv tak. 
DR: Condensation  
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
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(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:05:55, Netflix). 
 
In this example we are introduced to a part of Joe’s character, which in a way is un-spoken so to 
speak. The fact that he simply says “you’re welcome” when Meg asks him what he means with the 
Puerto Rican street gangs, suggests that Joe has already taken care of it. We cannot be sure, of course, 
what he means exactly, but we are left with the impression that Joe has either killed them or arrested 
them, and is now “bragging” about being a good police officer. If we assume the latter is the case, 
then it tells us that Joe as a character is very proud of being a police officer and enjoys keeping people 
safe and letting them know he is doing so. Joe is a macho paraplegic policeman, who has anger issues 
that come to the surface at random times. His way of answering Meg’s question is incongruous 
because it is probably expected from the audience that he answer her question instead of just assuming 
that she is happy about it. The audience might expect Joe to elaborate on his first question, because 
he understands that Meg does not know what he means, but instead he perceives this question as an 
indication that she knows exactly what he means and reacts accordingly. According to Ross, the 
human mind tends to react by trying to make sense of things in front of it that do not make any sense. 
This can make it possible to extend possible meanings and change the perception (Ross, 1998: 30-
31). As Joe does not answer the question, the audience might wonder what Joe has done to the Puerto 
Rican street gang. If they do not know Joe’s character, there might be a different perception of him. 
The rest of the example is uninteresting to us, when talking about Humour Type 3, but the “you’re 
welcome” is a short and very important line. Had it not been dealt with in the subtitles, it would have 
left out an important humorous aspect. Both DR and Netflix have chosen very valid and close 
translations of this line. These can be categorised as calque translations, as it leans towards a direct 
translation, but changes slightly as “you’re welcome” can be described as an expression in the same 
sense as “selv tak” and “det var så lidt” is in Danish. It would not be natural for a Dane to say “du er 
velkommen” in this given situation.  
 
Joe: “That’s gay” 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
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Joe:  
– Aw, that's gay. 
I don't mind 
being seen with 
you. 
Joe: 
– Jeg har intet 
imod  
At blive set med 
dig. 
Joe: 
– Svanset. Jeg har 
intet imod at ses med 
dig. 
DR: Deletion of “That’s gay” - 
Direct translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:07:16, Netflix). 
 
Here is another example of a scene that tells us something about the character of Joe. The fact that he 
uses the word “gay” as a negative term could either suggest that he is prejudiced towards homosexuals 
or that he tries to use slang, in order to connect with the teenage girl Meg, who is sitting next to him. 
What is interesting regarding the subtitles in this case is the fact that DR has chosen to use deletion. 
The thing we laugh at in the source-text, namely the “that’s gay” line, is completely ignored which 
can maybe be a form of protecting the target-text receivers from a line, which to some people can 
seem condescending or prejudiced. It is necessary for the audience to know the character Joe, in order 
to not be offended by this utterance. As mentioned above, Joe is described as a macho policeman 
which could have an influence on the way the audience interprets his utterance.  
 
Joe and Meg’s thoughts/misunderstandings 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Meg:  
– If he doesn't 
say anything 
about me calling 
him "Joe," that 
means we're truly 
in love. 
Meg (thinking): 
– Hvis ikke han 
kommenterer, at 
jeg 
sagde 'Joe', er vi 
ægte forelsket! 
Meg (thinking): 
– Siger han ikke 
noget til, at jeg kalder  
ham ”Joe,” er vi 
virkelig forelskede! 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
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Joe:  
– She just called 
me "Joe" That's 
kind of weird. 
But I'll just let it 
slide. She's got 
nothin going on. 
Besides, what 
harm could it do?  
Joe (thinking): 
– Hun kaldte mig 
lige Joe, 
men jeg siger ikke 
noget. 
Og det gør jo 
ingen skade. 
Joe (thinking): 
– Hun kaldte mig 
”Joe”. 
Det er da lidt 
mærkeligt. 
Jeg lader som 
ingenting. 
Hun har ingen 
bagtanker. 
Hvad kan det også 
skade? 
DR: Condensation and deletion 
“She’s got nothing going on” 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:08:06, Netflix). 
 
This example does not only tell us something about the character of Joe, but also about Meg as well 
as the relationship that they have developed throughout this episode. The humorous part lies in the 
misunderstanding, which occurs between them, as they clearly have two different perspectives on the 
nature of their relationship. The example above is not spoken out loud, but is the thoughts of the 
characters. This contributes to the humour, as the audience is aware of the fact that only they know 
what the characters are actually thinking. Because they misunderstand each other, humorous 
situations can occur. In the first section, Joe notices that Meg is using his first name, but he disregards 
this, because he cannot imagine, she would have hidden agendas. However, as we can see in this next 
section, Joe realises that he is wrong, and regrets not correcting Meg right away: 
 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Joe:  Joe (thinking) Joe (thinking): 
– (…)! 
DR: Direct translation and 
Deletion 
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– Ah, shi(bleep), 
I should have 
said somethin.  
– Jeg skulle have 
sagt noget. 
Jeg skulle have sagt 
noget. 
 
Netflix: Direct translation 
Meg:  
– He let me say it 
twice now. It's 
like we're 
married! 
Meg (thinking): 
– Nu har jeg sagt 
det to gange! 
Meg (thinking): 
– Han lod mig sige 
det igen. 
Vi er som et ægtepar! 
DR: Deletion of “It’s like we’re 
married” the funny part is ignored 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:08:19, Netflix). 
 
We then return to Meg’s thoughts, we see that she is thrilled that he let her call him Joe twice, and 
that indicates to her, that he must be in love. This is funny to the audience, because they know she is 
wrong, and that Meg once again is the butt of humour. What this scene tells us is that even though 
Joe is a good person, who takes his job seriously, he is no different than the rest of the characters, 
when it comes to disliking Meg. Once again, Meg is degraded and the continuance of this is funny. 
Without being aware of it, Joe degrades Meg because of the rejection. Meg becomes the butt of 
humour to the audience without knowing, which might be the humorous part of this scene. The term, 
butt, is used metaphorically to describe an object of ridicule (Ross, 1998: 53). The audience might 
find her ridiculous because she misinterprets Joe’s signals. Both factual knowledge and assumptions 
can be required in order to understand the full significance of an utterance within a context. In the 
example above, Meg assumes that they are together but she does not have any factual knowledge, 
therefore an incongruence occurs. If we look at the microstrategies used in these translations, two 
subtitles in particular stand out from the others. The first one is DR’s version of the second line, where 
they use deletion as they leave out Joe’s line “she’s got nothing going on”. It is hard to see the reason 
for this, as that line is the one that makes the situation funny. The same can be said about Meg’s last 
line “he let me say it twice now. It’s like we’re married!”. Again, DR uses deletion and simply 
translates this into “nu har jeg sagt det to gange!” which does not make her thoughts as funny as they 
are in the source-text.  
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Megonade 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Meg:  
– I can sorta 
relate to that. 
You know, 
sometimes it's 
really hard being 
me, and I guess I 
just make 
Megonade.  
Meg: 
– Det kan jeg godt 
relatere til. 
Nogle gange er 
det svært at være 
mig. 
Og jeg har vel 
lavet 'megonade'. 
Meg: 
– Det kan jeg godt 
forstå. 
Det kan være hårdt at 
være mig. 
– Og så har jeg vist 
lavet Megonade. 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
Joe:  
– That sounds 
disgusting. All 
right, we're here. 
Joe: 
– Det lyder klamt. 
Så er vi her. 
Joe: 
– Det lyder ulækkert. 
Vi er her. 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Direct translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:06:51, Netflix). 
 
This example is a perfect description of Meg as a character. The humour here of course lies in Joe’s 
reaction to Meg’s attempt to make a wordplay on the lemonade pun, Joe had previously made. When 
Meg says she will make “Megonade” and Joe answers “that sounds disgusting” it once again shows 
the audience, how Meg is the target of many condescending and spiteful jokes that the characters 
make within the series. Even Joe, who is not in her family and a “responsible” adult, calls Meg 
disgusting, and this creates the humour. This scene also needs knowledge about the characters in 
order to understand the reason why Joe says that the expression sounds disgusting. Throughout the 
whole series, everyone has something against Meg, or they do not, as mentioned previously, find her 
attractive. If the audience did not know that Joe indirectly means that Meg is disgusting, the humour 
would not be obvious. Both DR and Netflix turns to oblique translation in general, but Netflix also 
chooses the direct in the last line. One can probably discuss whether or not “klamt” is not also a direct 
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translation of the word “disgusting”, if so, then the last line is roughly speaking directly translated in 
both target-texts, which makes sense, as the line in the source-text and the way Joe says it, is very 
short, clear and not easily misunderstood.  
 
“Tardy”: 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Meg:  
– Wow. Well, I-I 
better go, I don't 
want to be tardy. 
Meg: 
– Nå, jeg vil ikke 
blive forsinket 
Meg: 
– Wow. Nå. Jeg må 
hellere gå. 
Jeg vil ikke være 
bagefter. 
DR: Oblique Translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique Translation 
Joe:  
– oh, that's not 
gonna happen 
from missing one 
class. People are 
born that way. 
Now run along, 
or you'll be late. 
Joe: 
– Sinke er noget, 
man er født som. 
Løb så ind,  
så du ikke 
kommer for sent. 
Joe: 
– Det sker ikke ved at 
misse én time, det 
fødes 
man som. Smut, så du 
ikke kommer for sent. 
DR: Adaptation: “Sinke” 
 
Netflix: Oblique Translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:07:20, Netflix). 
 
In the example above, we see yet another case of adaptation. The important part of this scene is the 
fact that Joe misunderstands Meg, when she says she does not want to be “tardy”, as in late for school. 
Joe hears this as if she is saying she does not want to be retarded, which is why he answers with “[…] 
people are born that way”. The word “tardy” might be misunderstood, as the word is a homonym 
which means that it has the same spelling and pronunciation, but a different meaning (Ross, 1998: 
16). This incongruity might create the humorous aspect in the joke as the word has two meanings 
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which creates misunderstandings or misinterpretations between Meg and Joe (Ross, 1998: 16). 
Obstacles could be created in the process of translation, as the translators must find a word that 
matches “tardy” in its ability to be confused with a word, which has the same effect or meaning as 
“retarded”. In this case, DR has chosen the word “sinke” as the word Joe hears, when Meg says 
“forsinket”. This is what we would call a successful use of adaptation, as “sinke” and “retarded” have 
similar meanings. In the Netflix subtitles however, the translators have chosen a different strategy, as 
they have simply chosen to replace the phrase “I don’t want to be tardy” with “jeg vil ikke være 
bagefter” which changes the meaning slightly in order to make it fit Joe’s next line; “[…] det fødes 
man som”. Both ways work in the target-text language. There are boundaries regarding using humour 
in some contexts, like when certain taboos are involved, but humour occasionally pushes these 
boundaries (Ross, 1998: 70). The line above definitely pushes some boundaries and some audiences 
might find it humorous while others would find it offensive. Although, if the audience knows that Joe 
often tends to misunderstand or misinterpret utterances, one might not find it as offensive. The line 
demonstrates that almost everything is allowed when humour is involved, but it still has to walk a 
fine line between breaking rules and still keeping some limits (Ross, 1998: 61). If the audience knew 
the characters they would probably not find the line offensive, as Meg does not have anything against 
Joe or the fact that he is a paraplegic, far from it. The scene contains an amusing ambiguity that is 
centred on a misinterpretation of a lexical item as mentioned earlier. Both Joe and the audience might 
find it confusing to know, what kind of force Meg’s utterance has and an incongruity is created. 
Picking up on the wrong force or message can create misunderstandings (Ross, 1998: 39). 
 
 
 
 
 
Humour type 4: (The element of surprise) 
“And go have sex with Quagmire” 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
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Bonnie:  
 – Hi Lois. Um I 
hate to bother 
you but I am 
going out of town 
for a few days to 
visit my father in 
the hospital. I 
was hoping that 
while I was gone 
you could look in 
on suzie and joe 
Bonnie: 
– Hej, Lois. 
Jeg vil ikke 
belemre dig 
men jeg skal 
udenbys 
for at besøge min 
far på hospitalet. 
Vil du se til Susie 
og Joe,  
mens jeg er væk? 
Bonnie: 
– Hej, Lois. Undskyld 
påtrængningen 
men jeg rejser et par 
dage  
for at besøge min far 
på hospitalet. 
Vil du ikke kigge ind 
til 
Susie og Joe, mens 
jeg er væk? 
DR: Calque: “I hate to bother 
you” becomes “Jeg vil ikke 
belemre dig”. 
 
Deletion: “For a few days” is left 
out. 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
Quagmıre:  
– And go have 
sex wıth 
Quagmıre! 
Quagmire: 
– Og så dyrke sex 
med Quagmire. 
Quagmire: 
– Og have sex med 
Quagmire. 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Calque 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:00:40, Netflix). 
 
In this example, we see a sudden change in the situation. The scene goes from being very normal and 
calm with Bonnie asking Lois for help and then all of a sudden, Quagmire jumps in and shouts “and 
go have sex with Quagmire” completely out of context, at least if one is not familiar with the character 
of Quagmire. Thus in this example there is also a trace of Humour Type 3. The humour however lies 
in the surprise of his appearance. Quagmire’s line can in both DR and Netflix’s subtitles actually be 
categorised both as oblique and calque. Calque if you consider “to go have” as a particularly English 
expression and something which we do not have in Danish. In any case, the translation has to become 
oblique, as it cannot be translated directly into Danish. The scene creates an element of surprise, as it 
is not expected; a discourse appears. The example above is a good example of what is being 
mentioned within discourse theory. The discourse theory explains the basis of the clues and signals 
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which the audience picks up on. There is an expectation of, what will follow in the text or scene, 
which may create a humorous aspect as it is unexpected (Ross, 1998: 40).  
 
Peter steals Meg’s cutaway 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Peter:  
– He-he-he he-
he-he! I stole 
Meg’s cutaway  
Peter: 
– Jeg stjal Megs 
joke. 
Peter: 
– Jeg stjal Megs klip. 
DR: Adaptation: “Cutaway” 
becomes “Joke” 
 
Netflix: Direct translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:03:27, Netflix). 
 
In this case we have another type of the visual surprise, which lies in the fact that we do not expect 
Peter to come in, dressed and referred to as Meg. In the beginning of the scene, Meg is talking about 
having once worked for an “old lady down the street” and it then cuts to what the audience assumes 
is Meg’s memory of that time. But instead of Meg being in the memory, we see Peter dressed as Meg. 
Peter even directly confronts this confusion, as he turns to the camera at the end of the scene and says; 
“I stole Meg’s cutaway”, meaning he was not supposed to be there, but stole her “character” so to 
speak. In DR’s subtitles this line is translated into “jeg stjal Megs joke”, which does not make any 
sense, as the scene in itself is not a joke and cutaway is a term used in filmmaking for a short 
interrupting scene (HP6). Netflix’s translation is therefore a direct translation. 
In this example, humorous incongruity can be said to arise based on clues and signals that the audience 
detects based on the previous scene. The clues and signals point in the direction of the next scene 
being a one, which supports expectations of Meg being able to care for a person with special needs. 
The scene contradicts the expectation that the audience might have, as Peter replaces Meg and does 
not attempt to care for the old lady. The humorous part of the scene might be the element of surprise 
that occurs when something unexpected is happening. 
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Humour Type 5: (Incongruity)  
Playground  
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Stewie:   
– Hey, I got a lot 
on my plate man! 
I’m learning to 
use the toilet, I’m 
learning what 
shapes are. I 
spent half an 
hour laughing at 
my own feet 
yesterday. 
Stewie: 
– Jeg har travlt. 
Jeg er ved at blive  
renlig, og jeg 
lærer om figurer. 
I går sad jeg  
og grinte af mine 
fødder. 
Stewie: 
– Jeg har meget at se 
til. 
Jeg lærer at bruge 
toilettet. 
Jeg lærer om former. 
I går grinede jeg i en 
halv time af mine 
fødder. 
DR: Condensation and Deletion 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:02:23, Netflix). 
 
The incongruity, which is evident in this example, is the fact that one year-old Stewie talks as if he is 
a grown man. The incongruity lies in the fact that these two opposites meet and create a somewhat 
bizarre situation. In order to understand the humour, it is not enough to look at the spoken language 
in written form, as the visuals have a big influence on the joke as well, because the humour lies in the 
incongruity of the way Stewie expresses himself and uses language. This is where the humorous 
incongruity between language and situation appears. As mentioned earlier, humour is created through 
a conflict between what is expected and what actually occurs (Ross, 1998: 8). The audience probably 
does not expect this incongruity, which might create the humorous aspect of the scene.  
In relation to the subtitles, DR chooses a mixture of condensation and deletion in this case, by 
adjusting and shortening the target-text and deleting the “half hour” from the source-text, which 
removes the emphases on how funny Stewie thinks his feet are. Netflix stays truer to the sense of the 
source-text, as they have chosen to use a more or less completely oblique strategy throughout this 
scene. This way Netflix is more successful in retaining the humour compared to DR.  
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Brian the dog chases helicopters  
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Brian:  
– That’s kinda 
lame.   
Stewie:  
– Yeah uhm  
Brian:  
– Besides, I do 
that to protect the 
house. 
Helicopters are 
going to hurt us 
and I make them 
stay away.   
Brian: 
– Det var ret 
svagt. 
Og jeg jager jo 
helikopterne  
for at beskytte 
huset. 
Brian: 
– Den er da dum. 
Stewie: 
– Ja ... 
Brian: 
– Jeg gør det for at 
beskytte huset. 
Helikoptere  
vil gøre os fortræd. 
Og jeg holder dem 
væk. 
DR: Deletion and Condensation. 
“Helicopters are gong to hurt us..” 
is important for us to understand, 
as it tells us something about 
Brian still being very dog-like 
even though he always acts like a 
grown man. 
 
Netflix: Direct translation  
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:04:23, Netflix). 
 
Here we have an example of Brian the dog, talking as if he was human, yet what he is talking about 
is how he reacts to helicopters, which is a very characteristic dog behaviour. The funny thing about 
this scene is the fact that Brian gives a rather long speech about why he chases helicopters. His 
reasoning is that he is convinced that helicopters are dangerous, and that it is important to protect the 
family from them. What DR then does with their subtitles is cut them down from the original source-
text length by deletion and condensation, thus making Brian’s explanation much shorter than the 
original, which takes away much of the humour. Netflix however, gives a direct translation in the 
target-text, which in this case perhaps creates a better effect as we get all of Brian’s speech translated. 
As with the previous example, an incongruity is created between the way Brian uses language in a 
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way that indicates that he is a dog, and his way of expressing himself in a human way. The fact that 
a dog speaks and acts like a human is an incongruity in itself, which the audience might find amusing. 
The audience might find the two scenes above ambiguous and therefore humorous, as there is a gap 
between the information that is being given, and the message that is perceived by the utterances (Ross, 
1998: 39).      
 
Joe: “Sorry I bit you […]”  
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Joe:  
– ah thanks Meg, 
I really 
appreciate you 
helping me out 
these past couple 
of days. Sorry I 
bit you yesterday. 
Joe: 
– Tak, Meg. Jeg 
er glad for din 
hjælp. 
Undskyld, at jeg 
bed dig i går. 
Joe: 
– Tak, Meg. Jeg er 
glad for, at du  
har hjulpet mig de 
sidste par dage. 
Undskyld, jeg bed dig 
i går. 
DR: Condensation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
Meg:  
– That’s okay 
heh. I guess now 
I know not to get 
to close to your 
bowl right? 
Meg: 
– Det gør ikke 
noget. Nu ved jeg, 
at  
jeg skal holde mig 
fra din madskål. 
Meg: 
– Det er okay. Jeg 
skal jo ikke  
komme for tæt på din 
skål, vel? 
DR: Direct Translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
Joe:  
– Haha ah-ha 
yeah. I know 
you’re not trying 
to hurt me. But a 
Joe: 
– Jeg ved, at du 
ikke vil skade 
mig,  
Joe: 
– Nemlig. 
Joe: 
DR: Direct translation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
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part of me 
doesn’t know. 
men en del af mig 
ved det ikke. 
– Du vil ikke gøre 
mig fortræd.  
Men en del af mig 
ved det ikke. 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:05:15, Netflix). 
 
Here is another example of humour being created as a result of incongruity, but here we have a rather 
rare case of three layers of incongruity, as Joe is speaking about himself as if he was a dog, but in a 
very human and adult way. According to Ross, some combinations of language and meaning do not 
make sense in a given situation. This type of humour creates incongruity as the audience experiences 
an element of surprise because they do not expect Joe to be speaking about himself, as if he were a 
dog. In the translations, Netflix and DR seem to be firmly disagreeing on how to create the best 
translation. Netflix sticks to their oblique translation whereas DR uses direct translation and 
condensation. Overall, both translations stay quite true to the source-text and there is no meaning lost 
along the way.  
What is interesting about this particular scene is that there is more than one type of humour evident. 
Besides incongruity it is almost impossible to ignore the underlying taboo and therefore, the taboo is 
relevant to look at as well. Joe is degraded and becomes the butt of humour as the series indirectly 
compares Joe to a dog; a creature that is dependent on others. The example above could be related to 
how Ross explains that language reflects attitudes that already exist; in this case, it could be prejudice 
about handicapped people. The prejudice could be that Joe is paraplegic and presumably finds it 
difficult to manage on his own, so he is dependent on help from others, just like a dog is dependent 
on its owner. In a way he is being de-humanised.  
 
Type 6: (Politeness) 
Joe: “Thanks for your help yesterday” 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
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Joe:  
– ah thanks Meg, 
I really 
appreciate you 
helping me out 
these past couple 
of days. Sorry I 
bit you yesterday. 
Joe: 
– Tak, Meg. Jeg 
er glad for din 
hjælp. 
Undskyld, at jeg 
bed dig i går. 
Joe: 
– Tak, Meg. Jeg er 
glad for, at du  
har hjulpet mig de 
sidste par dage. 
Undskyld, jeg bed dig 
i går. 
DR: Condensation 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:05:15, Netflix). 
 
Once again, we have chosen to analyse this particular scene, because regardless of its length there are 
a lot of hidden aspects of humour underneath the surface. In this case, we are talking about the terms 
polite- and impoliteness, which we identify as a situation where the actions of the scene or the spoken 
language switches suddenly from being very polite and formal to the exact opposite. In this case we 
have Joe “politely” thanking Meg for helping him out, before he suddenly says “sorry I bit you 
yesterday”. This sudden change seems absolutely bizarre and therefore creates humour. The audience 
might find the example humorous as Joe’s politeness changes from being part of a normal 
conversation between two people into being a conversation between a dog and his owner, and then it 
becomes impolite. Joe is being compared to a dog; this will be elaborated in Humour Type 7. The 
unexpected switch in the conversation is an incongruence and could leave the audience confused, as 
misunderstandings can occur when there is doubt about the way an utterance should be interpreted 
(Ross, 1998: 39). People can interpret utterances differently which can lead to misunderstandings and 
these can turn out to be humorous for the audience. In addition to this, the language use does not fit 
into the situation that is expected from the start, which creates the humorous effect. Netflix and DR 
agree on how the “punch-line” of this scene should be translated, which in itself is a direct translation, 
but with a larger viewpoint DR has chosen to shorten down the target-text whereas Netflix has chosen 
the more free “sense-to-sense” method; Oblique translation. The meaning in the two target-text does 
however remain the same as in the source-text, and the surprise effect of the “punch-line” stays 
surprising, which we must assume is the main skopos of this translation. 
 
67 
 
Stewie: “[…] that’s just not safe” 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Brian:  
– You just stay 
away from me, 
you psychopath! 
Brian: 
– Hold dig væk, 
psykopat! 
Brian: 
– Hold dig fra mig, 
din psykopat! 
DR: Oblique translation 
 
Netflix: Direct translation 
Stewie: 
– Hey, ow. Look, 
I don't know 
what's going on 
here, but don't be 
throwing things, 
because that's 
just not safe. 
Brian: 
– Huh! 
Stewie: 
– What?  
Stewie: 
– Du skal ikke 
kaste med ting. 
Hvad? 
Stewie: 
– Av! 
Jeg ved ikke, hvad der 
foregår. 
Men du skal ikke 
kaste med ting. Det er 
farligt. 
Hvad? 
DR: Deletion 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation and 
Condensation 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:09:21, Netflix). 
 
What is important about this example is not so much the spoken word, as it is the visual aspects and 
the actions, which come before the example as well as right after. What has happened here is that 
Brian has been beaten up very badly by Stewie’s evil clone, whom he mistook for being the real 
Stewie.  Basically what has happened right before this example can be described as very “impolite” 
as it is nothing but very visual violence. The humour is then created with Stewie’s reaction to Brian’s 
outburst “you stay away from me, you psychopath!”, where Stewie’s language is suddenly very 
sensible and almost out of character. “[…] don’t be throwing things, because that’s just not safe.”. 
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The audience is aware of the situation at all times and knows that there is an Evil Stewie and a normal 
Stewie. Therefore, the incongruence might not be as relevant in this example as with the example 
above. The humour in this specific example could be the knowledge that the audience has about the 
whole situation, and the reaction from Brian as well as Stewie who has no clue about what is going 
on. Because of this lack of knowledge, Brian’s actions seem ridiculous and therefore, he becomes the 
butt of humour (Ross, 1998: 53). The audience finds this funny because Brian is oblivious to what is 
going on around him. What really catches one’s eyes when looking at this transcription is the 
difference in length. It is very obvious that DR has left something out, and because Stewie’s speech 
here, is essential to the effect of humour, it is equally important that nothing is left out of it. This 
obviously suggests deletion, since the only thing that is brought into the target-text is the line “du skal 
ikke kaste med ting.”. This line is in itself not remotely funny, but even less so, because the effect of 
the contrasts in politeness disappears completely.  
 
Type 7: (Taboo) 
Comparing paraplegics to a basket 
Source-text DR target-text Netflix target-text Notes on typology 
Meg:  
– Is is it hard 
being a 
paraplegic? 
Meg: 
– Er det hård at 
være lam? 
Meg: 
– Er det hårdt at være 
lam i benene? 
DR: Direct translation 
(adaptation/oblique) 
 
Netflix: Oblique translation 
Joe:  
– Well, its no 
picnic. Unless 
your version of a 
picnic is being 
the basket. 
Joe: 
– Det er ingen 
skovtur. 
Medmindre  
en skovtur for dig 
er at være kurven. 
Joe: 
– Det er ikke lutter 
lagkage. 
Med mindre det er en 
kage af beton. 
DR: Direct translation 
 
Netflix: Paraphrase 
 
(Family Guy season 9, episode 14, 00:06:37, Netflix). 
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This type of humour is actually one of the things Family Guy is most famous for, making fun of 
things that are usually considered taboo and therefore often avoided (HP2) In this case, it is Joe 
making fun of himself and through that making fun of all paraplegic people. He compares them to a 
basket at a picnic, having to rely on the help of other people, to be carried about, this can seem 
offensive. As Ross mentions, some audiences might find humour about handicapped people or other 
less powerful groups, offensive (Ross, 1998: 55). The fact that Joe, as a handicapped person, is 
degrading himself, might not make the humorous aspects as offensive to the audience as it would be 
if a non-handicapped person replaced Joe. Ross also mentions that the teller of the joke has a big 
influence on how the joke is received, as well as the intention behind the joke (Ross, 1998: 55). If Joe 
was replaced with a non-handicapped person, the joke might go from being a joke to being a prejudice 
about handicapped people. The fact that Joe is the one making the comparison could make up for the 
offensiveness some might feel because he is paraplegic himself. If we look at the subtitles, we see the 
first example of the use of paraphrase as a micro strategy. Netflix uses this when translating “it’s no 
picnic. Unless your version of a picnic is being the basket” to “det er ikke lutter lagkage. Med mindre 
det er en kage af beton”. It is easy to guess why Netflix has chosen to change the words in the target-
text however, it might have been more effective had they used adaptation and changed the English 
saying into a Danish saying, which made more sense. The target-text result does not really make any 
sense as a coherent saying or expression, but could perhaps create something, which was more of a 
confusion for the target-text receivers.  
This specific episode of Family Guy focuses a lot on Joe and his disability. Besides comparing him 
to a dog, Joe uses a metaphor when comparing paraplegics to a basket. A metaphor is described as a 
comparison between two things or objects that in some way have something in common 
(http://literarydevices.net/metaphor/), which is interesting when looking at the example above. 
Paraplegics are often dependent on others but as Joe refers to with his metaphor, it is how you handle 
the situation of being a paraplegic that matters. The metaphor indirectly describes that a paraplegic 
person cannot move and needs help to be moved, just like a picnic basket. Being paraplegic can be a 
taboo and something that is difficult to talk about. According to Ross, there are boundaries when 
taboos are involved but these boundaries are occasionally pushed when speaking of humour (Ross, 
1998: 70). As mentioned previously it is less offensive to talk about people with disabilities when Joe 
himself is disabled. In the section about psychic release it is mentioned that the teller’s attitude has 
an influence on how the response is received, which can vary (Ross, 1998: 61). The metaphor may 
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become humorous because Joe is the one telling it, so one might assume that the response to the joke 
would be positive. Psychic release focuses on what is okay to mention and what is not when speaking 
about taboos (Ross, 1998: 61). In the line above, Joe makes fun of his own disability and therefore 
one could assume that there is no problem in mentioning the taboo in this humorous context. The 
context decides if something is humorous or not (Ross, 1998: 70). Another aspect that could make it 
okay to mention a taboo in a humorous context, could be the fact that the audience expects to watch 
a humorous series that takes its stand in the everyday life of a family that is not like any other nuclear 
family. Knowing beforehand that the TV series is humorous might help the audience laugh more 
easily and take the series less seriously. This line shows self-deprecating humour as Joe uses himself 
and others with the same disability, as the butt of humour (Ross, 1998: 58).  
 
Type 8: (Visuals) 
This type of humour is another characteristic of Family Guy. Scenes where there is no spoken 
dialogue and what is funny is either non-verbal actions, or the fact that nothing is being said at all. 
This could be “awkward” silences for example or simply just dragged out scenarios without audio. 
In our case, the visual humour is mainly what we have characterised as non-verbal actions. 
 
Joe’s driving 
The first example is the scene where Joe is driving Meg to school. As described in the examples 
above, a lot of different humour aspects are evident in this scene, but the visual humour is just as 
important here as other aspects. The funny thing here is the way Joe is driving, because he is a 
paraplegic he obviously cannot drive a car the way an able-bodied person can. So instead, he speeds 
up and brakes the car by blowing in various kinds of tubes while holding his nose and sticking things 
in his ears. The humour is especially evident because there is no logic to his methods as he changes 
them every time he does something. This is again an example of Joe being the butt of humour, which 
according to Ross says something about the society we live in and its attitudes towards handicapped 
people (Ross, 1998: 53). Since this action is non-verbal, we have no subtitles to analyse, as no 
translation is needed this however does not necessary have to be the case. Had the episode been 
translated with a blind audience in mind, we would perhaps have heard a dubbed translation where 
Joe’s actions would have been described through voice-over.  
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Evil Stewie 
Evil Stewie appears in a couple of scenes, where the humour is non-verbal. The first scene is where 
Stewie and Brian accidentally create him in the large machine in Stewie’s bedroom. Stewie thinks he 
is making himself more evil, but instead he has created a clone of himself containing all of his evil. 
In this scene, we see Evil Stewie appear from the machine while dramatic music is playing and we 
get the feeling that the suspense is rising. This scene is a direct reference to the episode “The Enemy 
Within” of the science fiction series Star Trek, and even the music is taken directly from the episode 
(HP26). This shows how much Family Guy plays with the use of genre, as the series in itself is a 
reference to the American sitcom. Furthermore, the audience sees Evil Stewie again later in the 
episode where he beats up Brian and Stewie. The violent scene may be funny because some people 
feel an urge to laugh at the literal downfall of others (Ross, 1998: 51). The scene in itself is very 
graphic and can be offensive to some people. There is also a trace of incongruity in these actions, as 
we see a baby beating up people in a very horrific way. The last scene of our analysis might be a 
reference to another movie genre, when Evil Stewie cuts the woman in half. Because of the horrific 
situation and the incongruity, which lies in the fact that a baby is acting this way, this might be an 
association to horror movies such as “Child’s Play”.  
 
To sum it up… 
It is important to point out that the eight types of humour that have been found are not necessarily the 
only types that are to be found in this episode let alone in entirety of the series Family Guy. The 
typology has not been developed by theorists, but has been created on the basis of the background 
knowledge we have gained through the theories that we use, and our observations of the first 10 
minutes of episode 14. 
As seen above a typology of the different types of humour has been made. We have divided the types 
into categorises, which does not necessarily mean that the various examples fit into only the types we 
have chosen to place them in. As the reader might have noticed, we have used the example “sorry I 
bit you […]” several times, in order to show the reader that there can be more types of humour in one 
or the same example. The type of humour can vary depending on how you decide to analyse the 
humour within the chosen example. The purpose of this analysis is to investigate how DR and Netflix 
have translated all of these types of humour, and how they have succeeded.  
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Discussion  
One might ask the question: Why is it even interesting to look at Netflix and their subtitles? As we 
stated in our motivation, what really triggered our inspiration for this project was different articles 
critiquing the quality of Netflix’s subtitles. Netflix has turned out to be much more than simply a 
website for streaming movies and TV series, it has become a broadly used medium, where a lot of 
people go to get their daily entertainment rather than watching television. When talking about the 
quality in subtitles, it is hard to say what it is the critics are really unsatisfied with. Is it the structure 
or stylistic aspects of the subtitles they disapprove of, or is it that they do not feel the meaning of the 
source-text shine through in the target-text they are reading in the subtitles? This suggests that it is 
hard to determine what makes a good subtitle. If we expect the subtitles to be an exact copy or direct 
translation of the source-text, then we risk a translation containing a certain amount of semantic 
reduction. This cannot be the skopos of the translators, because a medium like television is much 
more than words. The general desire of the audience is to read a subtitle of professional quality, which 
can be easily read, which is meaningful and most importantly it has to be grammatically and 
linguistically correct. The question then is, what does Netflix actually do, and how are their strategies 
different from those of the greatly respected broadcasting company of DR.   
 
When reading our analysis one might have noticed that, what seems to occur again and again is the 
sense of an ongoing ambiguity when it comes to translating humour from a source-text. Family Guy 
uses humour in every single scene of the series, which means that each scene cannot be organised 
simply into one single humour type. They all draw from one or more of the humour types in our 
typology, and this leads to a discussion.  As the reader might have noticed from our analysis and our 
table of bars at the beginning of the chapter, DR has chosen to use deletion quite a few times, where 
Netflix has not used this strategy at all. DR uses deletion at times where condensation might make 
more sense, as deletion leaves out units of meaning and thereby creates semantic reduction. 
Condensation however, can be a very useful strategy if a dialogue is very long and extensive and 
cannot visually or practically fit into the subtitles, assuming the translators have to stick to the usual 
structure, as described by Cintas in his chapter on Subtitles (Cintas in Gambier and Doorslaer, 2010: 
344-345). If a long speech is directly translated in the subtitles, then it might take up too much space 
on screen or have to shift too quickly in order to be synchronised with the sound. This can make it 
problematic for the target-text receivers to read the subtitles while also being able to see what is 
happening on screen. But the danger of succumbing to these limitation can be the loss of sense within 
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an utterance or it might take away the humorous aspect. An equally interesting observation is the fact 
that DR uses adaptation more than Netflix,. This is the microstrategy that concerns itself with adapting 
a usually cultural aspect into the target-text culture, in order to make it more understandable to the 
target-text audience. Netflix hardly uses this strategy, but relies much more on direct translation. 
Direct translation is what many people would consider the most correct translation of a given source-
text, however, if the translation contains references, names or sayings that do not transfer directly into 
the target-text language or culture, the translation does not live up to the assumed skopos. 
 
When we first started brainstorming about ideas for the project we had a hypothesis about DR’s 
subtitles being superior to those of Netflix. This was a result of the critiques we had read, as well as 
our own personal experience watching programmes on the website. However after working through 
the analysis of the transcriptions, we have noticed that this is not necessarily the case. The quality all 
depends on the eyes looking at the product. In other words, the target-text receivers’ expectations 
determine whether or not the target-text can be considered successful. As mentioned earlier in the 
rapport, DR is often seen as the most respected Danish broadcasting network, as it is the oldest public 
service radio and television broadcasting company in Denmark. It strives to be informative and 
therefore we expect the quality in general to be first class. 
 
We will now look at the two target-texts from two different perspectives; the perspective of a source-
text oriented macrostrategy and the perspective of a target-text oriented macrostrategy. If we look at 
DR’s subtitles and imagine that the skopos of the translators has been to use the source-text oriented 
macrostrategy, we should be able to see a translation, which functions as a communication of 
someone else’s communication. To achieve this kind of target-text, DR would have to use a certain 
amount of direct transfer or direct translation, and to some extent an oblique translation. From what 
we have gathered in our analysis, DR tends to use quite a lot of both direct- and oblique translation, 
which would indicate that they have succeeded in a source-text oriented translation, however, as 
mentioned above DR also chooses to use a lot of deletion, condensation and adaptation which points 
much more in the direction of a target-text oriented translation. We must however underline the fact 
that the microstrategies, which DR have used in their translation, varies a lot less than those of Netflix. 
This is a sign of a somewhat well balanced translation where the different microstrategies have been 
used in equal amount. Whereas if we now turn to Netflix, we see a much more uneven division of 
microstrategies. What stands out is a preference for the use of direct translation, which would indicate 
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a source-text oriented translation. However as our focus is on Family Guy, which is a TV-series based 
on humour, the meaning is much more important than the structure of the language. In short, when 
translating humour, the most obvious strategy would be a target-text oriented translation, as this 
would bring forth the humour in the target-text. In order to achieve this, the translators would have 
to rely on adaptation, calque and paraphrase as the most important microstrategies, as these strategies 
tend to take both source-text culture and target-text culture into account and by that make a translation 
which would make sense for the target-text receivers.  
 
As we are working with Family Guy, the meaning, which the translation is supposed to transfer to 
the target-text is mainly that of humour. As described earlier in our project, humour cannot be easily 
classified, as several types are in existence. These types all create different obstacles for the translators 
as we have now learned through work in our analysis. From writing our analysis we have discovered 
that humour type 1 and 3 are the most used, at least in the 10 minutes we have worked with. These 
types are “culturally coded humour” and “internal universe humour”, in other words, humour types 
where the audience must have a certain amount of knowledge of either the source-text culture or the 
plot and characters of Family Guy, in order to understand the humour in the target-text.  
Humour type 2 is the least used type in the typology, however we did have more puns under 
consideration while writing the analysis. As we mentioned in the “summing up” portion of the 
analysis, the types do not necessarily fit into one type each, but might contain more types of humour. 
To begin with, we discussed whether or not “douche” in addition to the Lady Gaga reference was a 
pun, as it has different meanings and therefore misunderstandings might occur.  
The reason why we did not choose to use “douche” as a pun in the analysis, was because the humorous 
aspect of the scene does not focus on the way “douche” is interpreted but more the way Joe is being 
portrayed. Another pun we could have used could be the wordplay that Joe is using when comparing 
paraplegics with a basket, but as we found this example more relevant in humour type 7, the amount 
of puns was decreased, and therefore we ended up having only one example of a pun. This again 
shows how there can be more types of humour in one example. Humour type 7, concentrates on 
taboos which is a big part of the analysis as the series is called “the hand that rocks the wheelchair” 
and mostly is about Joe who is a paraplegic. The humour in this episode is then concentrated on a 
form of humour that is not easily talked about and some might find some examples offensive because 
of the many references towards handicapped people, which can be seen as putting down handicapped 
people.  
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Humour type 5 is concentrated on the incongruity that occurs because of a conflict between what is 
expected to happen and what actually occurs. This incongruity is to be found in most of the humour 
types, as the series Family Guy is very ambiguous. With ambiguous we mean that the dialogues and 
actions between the characters is easily misunderstood as they often act unexpectedly in given 
situations. Many of the humorous situations or aspects of Family Guy contains an understanding of 
both visuals and the spoken word. Humour type 8, focuses on the visual aspects. These, together with 
the spoken word have to be translated as one unit in order for the humour to be evident in the subtitles. 
A part of the spoken word and an equally important aspect is the one concerning phonology, which 
this project might have done a more thorough investigation of. Nevertheless, the sounds of the 
language has a relevance for how the audience understands the subtitles in context. If the television 
was muted, the audience would presumably miss most important points.  
 
As the reader might have noticed in this project, we have tried to determine whether or not the 
different scenes in our transcription have been overt or covert. These terms, when explained seems 
pretty much straight forward, but they are in fact difficult to pinpoint as a definitive macrostrategy. 
When talking about subtitles, an overt translation seems most obvious as it functions as a source-text 
oriented translation and makes no attempt to hide the fact that it is a translation. This is very much 
the case with subtitles. They appear on the screen alongside the source-text and thereby the audience 
is constantly reminded that they are looking at a translation. The translators’ aims must however be 
closer to a covert translation. As mentioned earlier, the fact that DR uses a fair amount of adaptation 
suggests that these translators’ have tried to adjust the source-text so that it fits the culture and mind 
set of the target-text receivers. An example of such an aim in Family Guy, could be where Joe’s line 
“It’s no picnic (…)” is translated in the target-text as “Det er ikke lutter lagkage (…)”. This is a very 
good example of the use of adaptation; however, the rest of the line is translated in a way, which does 
not really make sense in the target-text language, which means the translators have not fully 
succeeded in a good target-text oriented translation. In some cases however, they do succeed in this, 
but the fact of the matter is, that the audience is never unaware of the fact that they are reading 
subtitles, even if they are perfectly synchronised and stay within the ‘6 second rule’.  
We are now moving on to the final point of our discussion, which concerns the original hypothesis 
of the lack of quality in Netflix’s subtitle. As mentioned earlier we might claim that DR’s subtitles 
are closets to a covert translation and Netflix a more overt one. The fact is, that there might be a 
reason as to why Netflix and DR have chosen the strategies they have. Netflix addresses a larger 
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audience compared to DR, which might explain the great division of microstrategies. As mentioned 
previously, Netflix uses more direct and oblique translation while DR uses a more well balanced 
amount of microstrategies. This might have something to do with the way DR needs to guide or help 
the audience in order to understand the humour, as their audience is primarily people from Denmark. 
Netflix on the other hand does not have the same balanced division, which might be a result of the 
large audience that the site has, all around the world. 
Conclusion 
Our first motivation for this project concerned an interest in what was lost in the translation in the 
process of dubbing. However, this stand point was quickly disregarded as we found it more relevant 
and interesting to look into the hypothesis that the subtitles on Netflix were inferior. In order to make 
a comparable analysis we needed an opposite factor to compare Netflix to. In this case, DR seemed 
as the most obvious choice because of its very good reputation concerning the quality of subtitles and 
such. We chose to transcribe the first 10 minutes of episode 14, season 9 of the American animated 
sitcom Family Guy as our main source of data. By doing so we were able to see the source-text and 
the two target-texts next to each other, which made the comparison easier. After doing the 
transcriptions, we started analysing each subtitles, by using Schjoldager’s taxonomy of 
microstrategies. This did not only give us an overview of the use of microstrategies, but also the 
numbers of the strategies and how they had been divided in the two translations. This gave us an 
opportunity to work with a somewhat quantitative approach, because we now were able to put these 
numbers in a table of bars, and by that give the reader a chance of understanding the diversity of 
translation. 
The reason why we chose Family Guy was because we knew it was both humorous which was our 
main interest in investigating, and it also contained a lot of cultural references, which was one of the 
very first motivation points in the work process. What we did not know, was the fact that it contained 
several different types of humour which we later on in the process used to structure our own typology 
of humour types. This typology together with our transcriptions proved a useful tool in the analysis, 
as we were able to do a gathered and coherent overview of our total amount of collected data and 
theory. Because of this we were now able to see exactly where the humour was evident, what type 
we were dealing with and how they were translated in the two target-texts. Our main interest was of 
course to see how the humour was dealt with in the translations, and see if we could find out whether 
or not our hypothesis could be confirmed. What we very quickly found out in our analysis and 
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discussion was that it is very hard to determine whether or not a subtitle is good or bad. In our analysis 
it is evident that there is in fact a big difference in the two subtitles. Netflix tends to use a much more 
uneven division of microstrategies, which might point in the direction of a source-text oriented 
translation, which in fact pleases a wide audience. This especially became apparent while we were 
doing the transcriptions. Here we came close to concluding, that the Netflix subtitles actually made 
more sense to us, than those of DR, because they used more direct- and oblique translation. However 
the fact remains that you cannot conclude this, as a more even use of microstrategies, such as DR’s, 
is not necessarily bad compared to this. When we looked solely at the way DR’s translation had dealt 
with humour in our analysis, what we saw was a much more sensible division in the use of 
microstrategies. DR uses a lot of deletion which might be considered a bad strategy if the skopos is 
to get the meaning through in the target-text. However, they do not use this strategy explicitly. 
Through this balanced strategy use, the subtitles seem more adapt to the target-text as one might have 
assumed when looking at each subtitle at a time. This brings us to the conclusion that one must look 
at subtitles in a wider perspective, in order to do a good analysis of them. The separate translated 
target-text subtitles do not alone tell us if the translation is successful or not. What they can do, is 
what they did, which was to give us an opportunity to do a quantitative investigation, which then 
showed us how the larger picture really looked like. You might say, that because of these results, 
Netflix chooses a source-text oriented strategy and DR a much more target-text oriented one. In our 
analysis we have suggested that an covert translation is what the translators must aim for to satisfy 
the target-text receivers, since this strategy adapts the source-text culture to the one of the target-text. 
However, since we ourselves at some point thought the Netflix subtitles to be more satisfying, it 
suggests that the average non-professional target-text receiver prefers a source-text oriented overt 
translation, which an academic like Lasse Jensen might find unsatisfactory as experts would be apt 
to desire a more adapt translation. 
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